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ABSTRACT
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. . .
‘This study was.conceived in response to current interest on

" the part of educational policymakers at. all lévels.in-promoting T
.~ formal collaborative arrangement's among educatfional agencies as a

~>  means to support substantive improvement efforts. At the same time,

there-exists a marked scarcity of information about existingscollab-
- orative arrangements in education; this factor fursher servéd to,
inspire the present study. Three majorsobjectives. of the study
“were: . L) to identify the variety of co¥laborative arrangements in
educatﬂon in one- region-of California; 2) to develop a systeﬁ‘for :
¢lassifying the arrangements into predominant patterns or types
which *illuminate the policy-relevant characteristics in the arrange-
ments; and 3) te develop descr1pt1ons of the basic features of each
V' type of’ arrangement.

4
[ s <

e . V. od
Th1rteen counties known as the Greater San Francisco Bay Area
were chosen as the study area. Arrangements were identified through
1ntérv1ews with staff in the California’State Department of Education
and in the 13 county offices of edycation, and. through cellection and
' review of documents.such as directaries of school improvement pro-

" grams, dissemination networks, and consortia. Descriptive data about
'the arrangements were gathered threugh field and telephone.interviews
..with arrangement coordinators and review of arrangement documents and
records supplied by respondents. Interview respondents were dsked to

4+ describe their arrangements in terms of five, dimensions: histdry;
“environmental context; structure; operations; and outputs.

A nine-cell class1f1cat1on system Was developed from two dimen-
sions derived from the history and context, of the arrangements the

legal status of thg dmprovegent effort (ma'ndated1 enabled, freestand- '

ing);" and ‘the lega} status of the arrangement itself (mandated,
enab]ed freestand1ng) '<’ -

Several unexpected f1nd1ngs emerged. First was the Iarge number'

of arrangements 1dent1f1ed--103. Second was the frequency with which
educe;1bna1 organ1zat1ons participated in arrangements: the yange of
frequ
educational agencies identified part1c1pated in two bor more. Third,
all of the 231 Bay Area schoot districts were engaged in at least
cne arrangement, and, 90 ;percent were in two or more. ‘These findings
indicate, muech more frequent formal connection among educational
argani$@t10hs than has been. prev1ous1y assumed or identified.
However, whem the arrangements: were arrayed across seven of the nine
. subc]asses, the’ maJor1ty (86%)'was found to rely heavily on state
or federal- requirements,’and/or resources as the catalyst for their:
initiatidn and continuation. This” suggests that the Mequency and
"strength of the cohnections may ‘diminish in proportion to the
strength akd frequenty 5f external catalysts.
. ' .

. . For regearch, the 1mp11cat1ons are to 1dent1fy 1) the critical,
mt nimum exfErnal incen}ives. necessary to encourage collaborgtion in
the face of almost certa1n dec11n1ng externa]rresources, and 2) the

¢

-

L

&

ngy ‘was' between one and 18 arrangements; 67 percent of the 409




B
.
T
4
—
S !
. ,
N
/
.
A}
s
.
.
/
A
& 0~
4
:
N
.

$ ~ B

essential features and incentives for collaboration without external
motivation. For policymakers who wish to promote collaboration, the

. impldcations are: 1) to focus on building collaboration requirements

;into exterfally supported programs;‘and 2) to identify and provide
positive sanctions for exemplary freestanding collaborative efforts.
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f In the United Stdtes, publje edueation is a 1oea1 function, a state
responsibility, 7nd a concern of the federal government. Consequently,
Jegislative, admijnistrative, and judic;al agencies -a3, well as educa-.
Rgona] agencies, profess1oha1 assoc1at1ons, <gd pub11c 1nterest groups
at all Ievelj haye an‘1nterest in the public
this *interest includes provfsion‘ofbgener “and’eategorical financial '~
support, promulgat1on of laws, <negu1at s, and, orders; and provision
of 1nformat1on mater1a]s techn1ca1 ass1 pce, and-other forms of. *
gu1dance or supnprt} While the focus of much of this éffort is on "ma1n-

tenance of schoo]s, a smaTT but 1mportant port1on of the effort is con-

i A\
cerned with ”school i provement " that 13 with efforts directed toward

ﬁ
chang1ng the structure,ffunctions, curriculum content, staff capab11-

ities, dec1SIon making part1c1pat1on, or dfher aspects of schotls in

‘ways that may make them more respons1ve, effect1ve, eff1c1ent or

equ1tabf€:/ S ' ’ o R

This study represents a portion of’q larger effort, supported by

the Research and Educational Practice -Unit of the National Institute of

. and anaiysis of 1nterorganizationa1Qarrangements.

+ " N :
5 * ) . . -
.. d . Lo ‘::-‘/ .

‘Education ‘to'develqp a mpre comprehensive understanding of how various

types of educational organ1zations relate to one another in accomp11sh1ng
<

school 1mpro~ement proaects.'

The purpose of the study is to explore, map, and-describe formal

" dissemination and school- improvement linkdges among educational organi-

+ ® -~

. zations, and.toxdevelop descriptivefanalytic frameworks for descff}tion

* i * . ’ ‘9 : o" R ;/ .

chools. Among other things,.

-

~.

el




LG

n‘.) . R ~—

‘The 1mmed1ate obJect1ves -of this study Were: R

’ v._, 2

2
o

e To- 1dent1fy w1th1n a ‘sizable geugraph1c area the var1§ty of |
: 1nterorgan1zat1ona1 arraqgements that support school improve-:
ment efforts. : -y -

e To 1dent1fy, describa, and analyze exampTes of predom1nant ;’
~ types’ of Lnterorgan1zat1ona1 aprangements in_terms of their
f h1story, context, structure, é?rat1ons, and’ outcomesa\ Q.

— [SRE—— —_ \ ~

0 To examine the nature and extent- of key :factors that
influence the establishment and continuation of effective ‘3
N 1nterorgan1zat1ona1 arrangements. . e
e To 1dent1fy and assess present and potential strateg1es for
establishing and continuing effectiye inter gan1zat10na1
; arrangements. v ’

¢

b~ 2~ »

e . Th1rteen counties identified by t ifornia State Department of

* Education as the Greater San Franc1sco Bay Area were chosen as the study
-..area. ,The study area contains a populat1on approaching six m1111on per- i
- - “sons; it includes. 231 public school districts with_approxtmatelxitwo 7 S

N - N . . o

thousand schgojs and one miTdion pupils. L

3 -~ »

Interorgan1zatronaT arrangements were 1dent1f1ed through interviews -

w1th staff in the Ca11fornﬁa State Department of Educat1on and in the

13 County Offices of Educat1on, and through collection and review, of
document$s such as, d1rector1es of schodl 1mprovement programs, d1ssem1na-
t1on networhsf~and consort1a. Destr1pt1ve data about the arrangements
were gathered through field and telephone 1nterv1ews w1th arrangement -
coord1nators and rev1ew of documents and records supp11ed by respondents.

. N
' ‘Respondents were asked to describe ‘their arrangements in terms of five

LI

d1mens1ons history; environmental context; st ructure or organ]zat1ons;
operations or 1nteraot1on procasses; outputs or act1v1t1es. !
A nine-ce]] classification system was developed from two factors
~ derived fr&n the history and conteéxt of the arrangements: the legal .

_status of the improvement effort (mandated, enabled, freestanding); the"
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legal status of the arrangement 1tse1f (mahdated, enabled, freestanding).

<

Severa{ unexpected‘f1nd1ngs emerged. F1rst was the large number of

¢

arrangements identified--103., Second was the frequency w1th which educa- )

tional organizations pangi&ipated in arrangements: the range of jrequeney-\,'

‘was‘hetween one and 18 arrangeinents; 67% of the 409 edicational agencies.‘ N

identjfied partjcipated inbtwo or more arrangements.’ Thfrd, ali of the

N '/

-

A

231 aa& Area school districts were engaged .im at least one arrangement,

and 90% were.in two or‘more. These findings indicate much more frequent ﬁwy
formal connect1on among educat1onaH organlzat1ons than has been prev1ous]y

assumed or 1dent1f1ed. v - ) \
"When. the 103 arrangements were c]ass1f1ed no arrangements were found

for two of the subclasses: a) mandated arrangements support1ng a free— )

stand1ng school 1mprovement effort and b) enabled arrangements support ing ¢

a freestand1ng improvement effort. For mandated and enab]ed arrangements,

over three-quarters of the arrangements fell into the subc]asses that .

supported the opposite class of 1mprovement effort. That 1s most man-

dated arrangements Supported enabled improvement efforts and most enabled \

ar;angements supported mandated 1mprovement efforts. Oyer ha]f of the

103 arrangements belonged to one of‘the four subc]asses-in\which there

was - joint external 1nf1uence, mandated or enab]ed on both the arrange-

ment 1tse1f and the school 1mprovement -effort the arrangement supported

Arrangements,pased on mandate or enablement of_the‘arrangement.itself_gr

of the.improVement'effort they supported accounted for 86 percent'of af]

arrangementss 0n4y<14 ‘bercent of the arrangements were freestanding ar-

nangements support1ng freestand1ng improvement effort. These findi ngs

strongly suggest that. some form of external 3t1mu1us s1gn1f1cant1y

&

affects the formation of the great majority ofyall these schoo] improve- (/

e

. \
ment focused interorganizational arrangements.
L

. ~.. 1 4
s el ."_




' Organizatiohs participating 1n/the 103 arrangement tota]ed 485.

Sixteen percent were non-educationai agencies each of which’participated _ ;
in only one arrangement. The remainrng 84 percent of the organizations o | ‘
were grouped in ‘seven qrganizational types schooi districts county R |
offices of education, 1nSt"10ﬂS of higher educ‘ation, research and | ‘

|
|
° . . i ]

deve]opment agencies, state departments of education, other educa-

tienal agencies, and organizationa1 arrangements per se (that partici- A i ‘
. | pated as members of yet other arrangements) C " 3§ o
. < School E]Str]CtS and county offices are the most frequent partici-
. pants. School ‘districts participated in 90 of the 103 arrangements dis- )

. " tributed throughout iTT seven subciasses of arrangements. Moreover._gll

of the arrangements in five of the seven subclasses-had at least one

-

-

participating school district. County offices are represented in 59 .4

arrangements. They participate in a]l of‘the freestanding arrangements

-

i /
supporting freestanding improvement efforts and in'most of the drrange-

LY

ments supporting mandated'improvement efforts.
- » i . -

Of the other organizationa] types only institutions of higher educa-

tion are represented in as many as five of the seven subclasses of arran- \

X
gements. However, they appear in only 26 of th arrangements and are

v

represented most heav11y in mandated arrangements supporting enab]ed im-
. provement effqrts. R&D agencies are represented only in arrangements

supporting enab]ed improvkﬁent efforts.

Among the 103 arrangements 20 qifferent combinations of types of ‘ ‘

organizations were found. The combination of school districts and county

ﬂ\{Jﬁ g offices account for almost 40 percent of ‘the arrangements~ Nearly three
* g "

-

oA p fourths of all arrangements are made up of one .of . these four combina-

tions 1) schoo] districts only, 2) schdo].districts and county offices,




3) schoo] dJstr1cts and 1nst1tut1ons of h1gher educat1on and 4) schbol

d1str1cts and R&D agencies. Mandated arrangements tend to, 1nvo]ve school'

d1str1cts work1ng with R&D- agencxes, 1nst1tut1ons of h1gher education, or’ 5

)

C county off1ces. Most of the enabled arrangements are composed of either e
) . nas g !

~~ .+ school d1str1cts and County offices or schoed “districts a]one. The most‘

_ frequent comb1nat1bn of organ1zat10ns.1n freestand1ng arrangements con- R
P L’s’ I . / ’ 3
S S 51st of schoo] d1str1cts and county offices« o R

o

T Most of the 1nIerorgan1zat1ona1 arrangements have fewemuﬁfan ten R e

. ,* < member organ1zat1ons. Almost ha]f have only two to four-members, and

z

nearly one’ quarter have five to nine mémbers. ‘Most agencies co]]abo-‘

Vs « !
" rating in an arrangement are logated e1ther in the same county or in . ’
° . r .- =
o cont1guous counties. " / 2
Th1s census of 1nterorgan1zat1ona1 arrangements support1ng school

. ' 1mprovement efforts in the Greater San Franc1sco Bay Area suggests several

P po1nts that may be of 1nterest to policy makers. - '

r

:~J, Part1c1pat1on in such arrangements seems to be far more prevalent
than might be expected. Every one of the 231 schaol d1str1cts part1c1pate

n two or more arrangements and 12 of the 13 county off1ces part1c1pate

" ‘ Al

1n\f1ve or_more arrangements. i ) . oo

o ; 2. Educat1ona1 agencies co]?aborate in forma] Tnterorgan1zatJona1

-
4 )
- -

.
arra*gements most often when there qs some external stimulus, v»a mandate - N

-

or enablement that affects the- arranQEment itself, the 1mprovement effort, R

RATIEN
kS
- - o

forboth N ¢ LT

N

' 3 Part1c1pat1on by type of organ1zatronfns profoundly affected by , ,

-

the status of "the  school rmprovemeﬁt effort that 1s suppoﬁied by’the‘a\ran-‘

o~ agement. School d1str1ct5gand county off1ces tend to be virtually the

L.

.

< dnly members of mandated arrangements support1ng nwndated 1mprovements.

- , . i . o .
' Lo < A N - -
. . v ¢ . .
. .

. [ P . . . R
Rt T ) - 1 s
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‘t .
there i's typical ly a broad range of organizations that ma@cipate.‘)

e /o

< Xii , .

Buf"when:a mandated arrangement supports an enabied‘imoroviment effort, .
) @. Educational organizations form arrangements wWith othe¥ agencies
“that are geographicaiix close. Usua]iy members of the arrangement are
'1ocated in the same or in contiguous counties. Perhaps partiaily for
this reason, most arrangéments tend to have fewer than ten members.
The $tudy prov1des much detailed information cqncerning the history,
context, structure, operation, and outputs of arrangements typifying

each of .the seven classes of arrangements identified in the Greater San

~ Francisco Bay Area. - ) ‘ ) , g, _ :

The study cioses with -a discuss10n of implications for research and

theory, and implications for policy. ) , : ‘ -

Research implications are discussed in terms- of five broad .

'9uestiams o . .

{ -0 Under what circumstances are formal coliaborative -
arrangements most appropriate to- support improvement .o .
efforts? . . , . -

e What, if any, are the critical distinctions between.
' externally supported apnd .freestanding collaborative
efforts in areas other than the legal or externally
supported status of the improvement. project and the
. arrangement® .

o What actors contribute to the useful continuation of /-
formal ‘collaborative efforts when external support or .
requirements are reduced or. eliminated? . .

-~

o What are the *'natural” variations ‘in coupling within
and among educational organizations engaged in coiia-
. borative improvement efforts?

o HWhat factors contribute ta the tendency/of some organ-
izations to repeatedly lead or join in the formation of
collaborative arrangements as opportunit1es or require- ‘
ments arise or change? . ) .




° e 5
+

fe

Policy implications are considered in terms of three issues:

- _ : . \ , .
o What are.the possible consequences of the proliferation
) of collaborative arrangements?

-

¢ What ?éctorsamay contribute-to thHe marked differences in

combinations of organizational types that support the
different classes”of arrangements?

) 2

o How can state and federal policymakers continue to pro-

" mote collaborative efforts given: a) the heavy reliance
on external resolgces for I0As; and b) the almost certain

" .reduction in state and federal resources for cation
over the next few years? - ‘

i
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',Background . 35 -

changes. Y T

map/forma] d1ssemtnat1on:and ‘'school improvement 11nkages among educa-

- Sl T '
5:7\f ;. i
' S S -
- 1. INTRODUGTEON . - . I ‘

The D1ssem1nat1on and Ufﬁ]1zat1on Stud1es Component‘d/\the Educa-
tional D1ssem1nat]on Stud1es Program (EDSP) conducts résearch des1gned
tofprovxde new knowledge about how 1mprovement -oriented chéange occurs’

. in schaols and how pol1c1es ang admtn1strat1ve and technical procedures

in: state, 1ntenned1ate, and Ioca] education agencies®support these

-«

. 4
"As part of this reSearch theé present studt-is'an exploration of

‘the formal co]laborat1ve arrgngements through which educatijonal organi-

~zations, work together and wgth other types of’Prganlzat1ons to support

schoo] 1mprovement efforts. The purpose ef the study is te explore and

- »
-~

tional erganizations, and to dEveIOp conceptual and descrfptive/analytic

frameworks for descr1pt1on ahd ana]ys1s of 1nt€rorgan1zat1ona1 arrange-

~ A =

" _ments. Thus, two overall elong~range obJect1ves gu1ded the study:

iR ~
e To collect an§'ana1yze information about organizational
arrangements and personal linkages ‘within and between edu-
- cational organizatjgns that serve to )_compunicate knowledge
a ‘and needs for knowledge'perta1n1ng to school improvement.

o To deve]op‘a concgptua] framework and appropriate method-
; ..ology for prov1d1ng policy ‘and planning "intelligence"
. about activities, structures, norms, reward _Systems, etc. L)
in'key types of' edycat1ona1 agencies and conf1gurat1ons
_ of agencies that will improve understanding of present
and potentigl capab111ties to perform school improvement-
ted d1ssem1nat1on and techn1ca1 assistance activities..

¥

* Detailed background is presented 1n=the EDSP 1979 Technical Proposa]

(Hood and Cates, 1979 »“pps 33-50), in EDSP-Quarterly Reports (Hood
_and Catés, 1979b;. Hood "Cates, and McK]ﬁbin, 1979c, 1980a, 1980b),
and in Cates, McKibbin, and Hart (1980).

» -~
£

f e .* 18 o

. : 3
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) ‘ However, the exploratory nature of the study suggested the fol]oW1ng

* 1]

more immediate and more feasib]e obJectives

o o To 1dent1fy the variety of 1nterorganizationa1 arrange- . CF

ments that support school improvement efforts.

) To 1dent1fy describe, and analyze examples of predomi-

- nant types of interorganizational arrangements in_ terms
of their history, context, structure, operations; and
outcomes. ? .

«

o To examine the nature and extent of key factors that ~--

\ sinfluence the establishment and continuation of

g ‘. effectime interorganizational arrangements. ’ \x
egles

o To 1dent1fy and assess present and potential strat
s for establishing and cont1nuing effective interorgani-
: © ©_ zational®arrangements. . _ «-

We selected this focus for the study after review of previous EDSP
di%tudies* and discussions with the- EDSP adV1sory panel and staff in the
Research“and Educationa} Practice unit of the National Institute of Edu-
’ cation (NIE) indicated two areas of - concern such a study might address.
“First, at all 1eve1s of . educationat: agencies’“there is a growing inté;est
in and paFthipation in col]aborative efforts both 1) to avoid unneces-
gy - sary duplication of effort in 1mprovemeng.support act1v1ties and 2) to
. pxtend or, nuﬂtiply the Timited resources available to prov1de improvement
[: support.‘ 'The same studies and discuss1ons also revealed a significant
-~ lack of conceptua], descriptive, and analytic 1nformation about formal
:?: 7 ; interorganigat@pnal«arrangements (IOAsi in education that would be help-
‘ , fuinto‘sponsors‘or garticigants either in pianning.andidesigning ar-

7
N " 1978b) in particular, pointed to the examination of 1inkages among . " .

¥

%- ) rangements or. in carrying out the -arrangements. Second,, Hood (1978a;///\~
. ‘ay *

~ -z

= * Butler’and Paisley, 1978; Cates, 1979; Emrick and Peterson, 1978;
—. Hood, 1978a, 1978b;, 1979a, Hood "and Cates, '1978; Hood and Chow, 1978
L. . lLatto and Clark, 19%8;,Paul, 1978b; Pritchard 978, . .

.~ ’ -
l ~ \_ . ’ .l’ PO . 'ﬁ_{é

Y \)4 . - - . ‘
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- organizafions participating inVIOﬂemas one means of ieentftying:ane' .
- -_ﬂassessing pattetns ot dissemination capacity within a stgté. fhts étndy .
' is.nesigned to be respnneive to these concerns by providtng poitcynakerg |
and partic%pants with a first levet‘of relevant descriptive infn}mationf

- \ . . ‘ . -
. LOGICAL STRUCTURE - o .
\ , ¥ .

Although the prbcedures te- be emplo}ed,in the study wi]i be pre-
‘sentee in the following section,’several_elehents that prowide the foun-,
dation for the study require separate explication. These elements in-
gﬂu&e: the policy orientaticn of the study; the eefinition and limita-

tions of selected key terms; and the choice of method for cdnducting;

the study and presenting its resqlts,

Policy Orientation ) - %‘,

The*study is shaped by concerns for the information needs of policy-

makers and planners who m1ght promote co]taborat1ve arrangements among

-.educational agenc1es as a means of support1ng substant1ve improvement
‘ effoFts. The f1nd1ngs—are expected to have direct o§'1nd1rect applica-
bility in fnnmulating or implementing policy decisions to promote col-

~laborative support mechanisms.

Definitfons and Limitations

Interorganizational Arrangement. An interbrganizationaj arrange~ ¥

" ment (I0A) is defined a'formallcollabcrative arrangement of some en-
during significance between or among two or more pennanent organtzational

entities. The term "interorgan1zationa1 arrangement" is used to. distin--

|

{_ ) guish the‘¥ocus and unit of analysis of this study from those assoc1ated
| ' .

\

y ~ A v,
~ 3 . . . - » -
Q - -° ;Zu
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. wWith otﬁ’} frequently used terms. For example, although Stern (1979)
: G
and Benson (1975) have used "interorganizational network" to refer to:
organ1zat1ona1 units and 11nkages between them, "network" is also com-

monly app11ed to ye]at1ons or 11nkages between individals or groups”

~

y

.outside the context of organization$ (e.g:, Miﬁeﬁ, 1978; Sarason, et al., ‘

1977). The term "organizational set" (Evan, 1966) is defined as those . L 4

organizations significant to the functioning of a focal organ1zat1on

[

and,with which- the focal organization frequently 1nteracts. The concepts
of this deffTnition ané Jt once too brbad and too narrow. The notion of

the "set” is too broad in that it can include most of the organizations

.

t
with which a fdcal organization interacts and does not differentiate
' among particular arréngements (or boundaries of arrangements) in which

the focal organization may pant{c1pate.~ It is too narrow in that o

T

interpretations of interactions are usua]ly or1ented to the1r 1mp11ca-

. tions for the focal orgapization rather than for the structure and
& . - .. T . . .
_ ‘interaction pf the IOA itself. The terms “interorgani;?fiona] field"

(Warren,‘1975)'§nd "interorganizational co]]ectivié%“ (Van de Ven, et
. al., 1975)'are likewise too broad by virtue of the range and number of
organizations. included in the "field" to be studied. ‘However, the unit

~of ana]ys:is of the field or co]lect%vjty is ;Daraﬂel to the emphasis of _ B

this study: namely, the gdllectjvity or 10A as a single unit.

Formal collaborative arrangement refers to an official, regulariggd

‘ N - o

agreement to "do something togethef." The emphasis on coliabOﬁﬁtion elim-
inates arrangements, however formal, which can be characterized primar-

ily as purchase agreements for materials, supplies, services.

A3 ) . -~
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; expT1c1t purpose es. ‘ c ;
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Lot C ‘ vt ~ ’
Do Séme*enduring,significance is specified to-distinguish the ~ .

4 ‘ y . ~

arrangements to be" exam1ned from those that are per1od1c or one-time,

S

shortterm efforts o N—_— ’ Y o ¢

-

. -Permanent orggn[zat1ona1 entities emphasizes that organ1zat1ons,

- rather than ind1v1dua1s or soc1a1 ‘groups, are participants in the _

arrangemenf " In add1t1on, the term "organ1zat1ona1 entity" acknowledges

the possib111ty, even the. 11ke11hood that although the arrangement - YL
off1c1al]y may be between the Targer organ1zat1ons (e.g., a tocal t
educat1on agency and an R&D laboratory), the interaction and 1mplemen-

tation of the arrangement may rest primarily ‘with subun1ts acting as ¢
eff1c1a1 representat1ves of their respect1ve organ1zat1ons (e.g. ‘
the stgff devejopment unit_in a Jocal educat1on agency .and a_ spec1f1c
project 1n a research and development 1aboratory) ' o

School Improvement - Efforts. Th‘ arrangements to be" exam1ned are )

h

1mprovenent efforts. This spec1f1cat1on is 1ntended to c]ar1fy the

boundaries of the’ arrangement and emphazise that the analys1s ts aimed ST
at what Benson (1975), Aldrich (1979), and Stetn (1979) hive called the

"level of, "act1on sets" as subsystems of organ1zat1ons that 1nteract for
¢ 1

- -. rh\ . -t

&

) : .
The deT1m1tation in th1s studxéé: cons1stent with the generah bound- -gg J

e

aries set for the Educational Dissem1nat1on Stud1es Program as a whole.-- N

._The focus s on the practhe 1mprovement areas of" elementary and second-

L35

-ary fnstxuction and curric Tum. Th1s excludes post- secondary and con-

tinaing education.. It also~echBdes from pr1mary cons1derat1on many
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ported.by I0As.

QC:E\ N\

41mportant,non-instructwonal aSpects of educational practice (e Yo s finance,

facilities, transportation, profess1ona1 negotiations), wh1¢h may be sup-

)

%
However, we have adOpted aabroad view of governmental .

>
Jevels ‘and areas of education that can bear directly gn-inst?uctional

practice-improvement.: Hence, specific federal or state'legislation or

‘financial incentives designed to foster practice improvement, state-’

supported or mandated school improvement prdﬁrams,'and local community,
school :board,” or administrative.efforts bearing directly on instructional

practice improvement are included in this circumscribed area of interest.

)

t

‘ and presenting 1nformation was problematic.

\.marital status occupation, 1ncome, educational level, etc.

Ch01ce of Study Method and Presentation of Resu]ts

Given the basic" lack of both descriptive and analytic information
about interorganizational collaborative arrangements in the field of edu-
cation, the‘choice of an appr0priate method for gathering,,analyzing,
After considering several
poss1b1e approaches, three related "products" were se]ected for the

focus of the study: a census of arrangements a- system ﬁqr c]ass1fy1ng

'Y

the arrangements 1nto predominant patterns or types, and descriptions of

L~

each pattern oftarrangement. Although the term "census" is used onl

Y
in the first element, the concept of a population census and the infor=
mation it can provide underlies all three gtudy products.

Census of Arrangements. The basic feature of a census is an enumer-

ation pf inhabitants with details abo/f the1r essential characteristics.
In a population census ‘the essential characteristics 1nc1ude age, sex,
The census
of arrangements might 1nc1ude characteristics such as number and type of

member ofganizations, age of arrangements, substantive improvement ~ focus,

" major act1v1t1es conducted, type and amount of resources contributed by )

v
i

-’

-




- oor eichanged among members, etc. Like a population census, some indiVid-
uals may be missed, but the final tally indicates at least approximately,
. the general size of the popu]ation. Furthermore, the d\ta about character‘ .

“istics prOVide a baSis for describing both the general character of the ‘

~~
- ~ =

popu]ation as a whole and the variance within the population in terms of.

—~

the essential characteristics.

Classification System. In order for data about the number and'

4 - . S~
0

characteristics of high]y\diverse interorganizational arrangements to

. be useful for “informing po]icy decisions, it seamed desirable to create

a classification system by which the arrangements cou]d be organized to

!

reflect* patterns of Slmllar1tle§)::a differences,among the variety of -
individual arrangements. -The classification system for this study met
two criteria. First, as in most classification systems, the objects
in each category should look alike in readily definabie waysd‘and a]so
be c]early distinguishabie from obJects in other categories;l Specifi-
cal]y, each’ arrangement‘can be p]aced in oné of the three major cate-

" gories for twq characteristics apd subsequentiyjin one of the nine sub~ o

groups formed by the cross—c]assification of the:tﬂo characteristics.

.decond, the chagacteristics by which the categories arg organized should .
"_be relevant to policy interests; The characteristics on which this clas-

sification system'is Based--])‘the legal status of the arrangement and :‘ -

2) the legal status of the improvement ptfort supoorted by the arrangement--

nrovide two major ways in which'po]icy/may‘affect the arrangement. For
§"¢ (7 -

each characteristic, three categories are distinguished mandated
’ .
. enabled, or freestanding. The mandated and the enabied categories ref]ect ¥ .

the two primary strategies available to policymakers for encouraging co]-

)

laborative arrangements. These categories allow for examination of and D
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compar1son,of arrangements assoc1ated with each’ strategy._ In addi-
tion, the th1rd major category-~freestand1ng--prov1des fon\some compgri-
’sons between I10As qr 1mprovement efforts that are externally supporte

¢

by policy strateg1es and I0As that occur without externa1~support.along
one or both dimensions, | i
Descriptions. The next part of the study presents a description.
of each maJor category of arrangement and of the subcategor1es of arrange-= :
ments. The description 1s‘not of ﬁ part1cu1ar arrangement 1dent1f1ed
in the census, but is a compos1te picture of the core character1st1cs of
‘the arrangements found in each category. In add1t1on, significant var1a-
, tions among arrange;ELts w1th1n each category are(fdlustrated from study
_data about 1nd1v1dua1 arrangements and from secondary source descr1pt1ons.
In the earliest stages of the study, we developed a vae-d1mens1ona1

framework for descr1b1ng and ana1y21ng igdividual arrangements. We have _

ma1nta1ned these descr1pt1ve/ana1yt1c gu1de11nes for descr1b1ng the bas1c

features of the severa] types of 10As. The five d1m%g/xons (der1ved from
Y]

Stern; 1979) are.,;the historical development of the.I0A; the environ-

mental context of the arrangement; the present structural ‘characteristics; -

, the processes or_gperat1ons of the IOA, and the outputs of the ‘arrange-

:‘ment in terms of the relationships of member.organ1zat1ons‘3hd the im-
proveme§g2§;fort‘supported by‘the arrangement. for'each of the five
‘dimensions}ftwo sets of characteristics can be described. In.One set
an@*the characteristics of the primary unit of analysis in this study,'
the interorganizationa1 arrangements themselves. ‘These are referred to
as relatfonal properties. In\general these are concerned_with the 1ink-

age mechanisms among I0A members in terms. of the exchange between organ-

izations and/or<in terms. of the structure and context of the linkage

23
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mechanisms themselves. In the other set are the character1st1cs asso~

RS,

. ciated with the secondary unit of ana1ys1s in this study, the organ1za-
«. * ttons or subunits part1c1pat1ng in the I0A. These are referred to as the
” -~ B

- comparative properties: 1 e., the variety.of attributes of each member

~
~

-3 e

, organ1zatfon wh1ch are then compared with the attributes of other I0A
members.** G1ven the focus on breadth rather than depth in this study,
the descr1pt10ns concentrate primarily-on the relational propert1es of
‘the arrangements themselves; howéver, the descr1pt1ons also include

\1nformat1on about the comparative properties of part1c1pat1ng organiza-

t1ons whenever possible. Figure 1 shows the organization of the frame-
- 4 WOl"k. ; S . - ‘ .\ﬁ

[
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PROCEDURES

Population ’ ) _‘
: ' < .
- : The population of educatjhnal I0As is-unknown. Consequently, a

~

e

Ve

random or\(epresentative sample could not be drawn from some'sampling <

_.framé. Therefore, a maJor task in thas\study was to\build a sampling

- frape by identifying as many 10As as .possible w1th1n a small geograph1c

y area‘and to use those arrangements as a population base for developing
and describing a classification system. ﬁresented in the following
- subsection are the considerations which influenced‘the‘selectfon of

. the geographit’area. The procedures for identifying IOAs w1th1n th1s

,
1IN
’

- \earea are described 1n the data collection subsect1on.
‘jg - ) % “-

+

) ] * The relational properties are drawn pr1mar11y from Marret (1971) and
@ Stern (1979)

i

*¥* The comparat1ve propertfes are drawn pr1mar11y from Van de Van, et
. al. (1975) .
' . 14 ©
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parties. <

“1 Intensity (Extent of Mefiber-Participation): ¢ize of resource investment
required, -~ . a - )

Reciprocity {Extent of Mutual 'Ag'ig:éaent About): bases and conditioms of exchange
#*

Standardizatfoni:  extent'to whith units and procedures for exchange are'fixed - .
¢ por standatdized, = . ) -

5
Structure or types of coordinating mechanisms,

Degre'e of Coupling:

1évels at which 10A ldnkages occur; multiplexity of ties
among 10A members. c o

L

. K . 1 /
~ - * =~ 7 ’
- N . .. \ ~. »
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4 /" FIGURE 1 « N ,
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. C - IOA/ ANALYTIC FRAMEWORK R )
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’ . - . ‘ ! 4 '} :
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» - / R N -
- ) , & .
) ‘ < S UNITS OF ANALYSIS ' ~
v ’l ~ Z
’ ~ . v N . N ' - ~
: !ntem?ganlzatlonal Arrangements . . +  Member OrganfZations .-
DID.EKSEQNS {Relational Properties) . L. {Comparative Properties) ,
V4 ~ > 1] . - .
i . ’, Organfization 1 ] .- -- - Organization N __
HISTORY Circumstances/events that Ted to 10A. N - ) Prior participation fn 10A. - -, )
N -
S . ¢ , 3 . A
CONTEXT Resource Availabiiity: number and types Of resource sources external to member Number of Resources Sources: number of sources from which a member can obtain
. organization. . - N necessary resources | .
i Cooperative Enviroment (General): emphasis/support for collaboration exte‘rnal Cooperative Enviromment (Members): fnc es/disincentives for membership in
to 10A member organizations. -10K; mphasis/slugpu}’t for.collaboratio hin member organizations
= Al - L .
STRUCTURE - Formalization: degree of official sanction or agreement given to exchange by Homogeneity: §tructfxra) similarity of member organizatians. ]

Domain ?onsensus: degree of agrement or dispute about each organization's
specific goals; extent to which member organizations' goals overlap; compati-
bility of member organizations' goals, reference orientations, philosophy.
Resource Distribution: type and amount held by eac'ﬁ&member; tybg‘aﬁd amount
needeﬂ by each member, oy

§1ze of Netwdrk: mumber of organizations in [OA, ’ ,

R 4

- .
'OVeH:p in Membership? nu.nber of actors represent'ing multipte organizations
in .

="

4
Resource Contribution: ‘proportional kind provided by each member.

— E - . . ‘. .
‘QP,ERA“TIOHS\' | Formalization: extent of exchange coordination by-an intermediary. Homogenefty: functional similari ’f’o,f.member organizitions.
= - ) . ' \ ¥,
* Intensity: * frequency of interaction amdng members. . Domain Consensus: ° cmpatibmt'%of fu}htionsﬁuﬂdgrtaken to implement goals.
- - . L4 N A x P .
¢« | Reciprocity: directions of exchange. Awareness of Other Parties: degree=of knowledge or'fgp’or,:cne of goals,
. X services, and resolirces of other member organizations.
Context (of Linkage Mechanism): circumstances under which mechanisms are " ‘ .
y employed. ' Stability: degree of turnover of 10A memberg; length of Hime organizations
A - are members of 10A. ’ , ) \ y
- L -
—— [ A N
GoTPUTS Results of 10A: number and 4ypes of direct outputs to members and clients. Results of 10A: number and types of indirect outcomes for members and clients.
. S~ i .
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The Study Area ‘ . _ g 2r~,f~;

©

ments meeting the study definition that were 1dent1f1ed in the Cali-

'forn1a region referred to as the Greater Bay Area. There are 13 countie$’

¢ -

in th1s area: Alameda, Contra Costa, Mar1n, Monterey, Napa, ggh Benitoy

San Franeisco, San Joaquin, San Mateo, Santa Claxa, Santa Cruz, Solano,

~ ‘ N 14 .
and Sonoma.* Figure 2 shows the location of counties in this area in

relation to the other counties in California. Selection of this area
€7~
was influented by three factors.
First, in the absence of actual data or even good estimations -about

' ‘ X .. .
the population of educatienal IOAs, the ratiohale was to identify a geo-

o -'graphwe area that 1nc1uded ‘at least some var1ety in the general demo-

graph1c, socioeconom1c, and educatioral character1st1cs. The assumption

N

was that the var1ety 1nfthese general character1st1cs would more likely
yieldevariety in the’ éﬁugat1ona1 organ1zat1ons and educat1ona1 IOAs

that could be identified .in the area. Although the study area-1s not
stat1st1ca11y representative of the nat1on ag\a whole, it does reflect
substant1a1 :oc1a1 ;ol1t1ca], eeonom1c, "and educatzonal diversity. For
example 1t 1nc1udes urban, suburban, and rural areas, and large ranges

L

0f schoo] d1str1ct size anduwealth.

«t, . . ,
- " Second, the reg1ona1 1nterests of EDSP and the Far West Laboratory
L.
made 1t desirable to concentrate dat ectipn in the Laboratory's

three-state region as one veh1c1e for mapgyﬁg the needs and resources

. , ~ . £
)
. .
.

*. There are ‘many poss1b1e combinatgions of count1es that might be con-
sidered "as members of the Greater Bay Area. However, this particular..
group of 13 counties is recogn1zed by the California State Department
of Education-as Area V.

N
3
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The populat1on base for this study is a]] the collaborat1xe arra\\e- )
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of the region. The study area includes over half of the total.student_'
enroliment in the FWL region.*
»Third, the geograph1c boundar1es of the area are w1th1n a tyo-

hundred- m1le rad1us of the Laboratory which meant that the proJect could

. pbe conducted w1tn1n the COQSCPalntS of statlt t1me and Tlscal PGSOUPCGS.

7 L3 ha Y
‘ . -~

&

Data Collection

Data collection a%t1v1t1es 1ncluded 1dent1fy1ng and then gathering
descriptive data about all identified arrangements in the study area.
Table'l summarizes the data collection procedures which are described

bel ow. ‘ ~ i - T . -

N e . . pe . A “‘.": 3 & . . .(.“
Preliminary Ident1f1cat1on..,4h42,act1v1ty began with the collection
and review of secondary source lists of dissemination and school improve-

ment programs, networks, resources, etce., that were. Jjudged l1kely to

) 1nclude 1nterorgan1zat1onal arrangements in the study area. Examples

of such lists are: D1ssem1nat1on Networks (Far west Laboratory, 1978) -

and Selected California Staff Development rograms and ,Centers - (CSDE,

1979). In add1t1on, field and telephone interviews were conducted

with 1nd1v1duals who, by v1rtue of the1r pos1t1ons and/or research -

' act1v1t1es, were considered knozifdgeable observers of'dassem1na§§gn~

" and school. 1mprovement act1v1t1es in the study area 1n order to obta1n

referrals to add1t1onal arrangement! Examples of knowledgeable ! _
observers are: program staff in the Cal1forn1a State Department of
Educat1on, consuttants in the County O£;1ces of Education in the

study area,.and Far West Laboratory and other R&D agency staff work1ng-

in f1eldbased projects in the ‘area. -
O - ~ .

* The FWL reglon 1ncludes the northern portion of CaLTforn1a identified
in Flgure 1, all of Utah,.and all of Nevada but Clark County.

{_ . N . , | . ° . . . . lw
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k « ., <TABLE 1
e ‘. ‘DATAeCOLLECT;ON SUMMARY i
B ' e ' N
;.! P . hd
] L
S o " % ‘ ' COLLECTION 3
-ARRANGEMENT. CENSUS -DATA S RCE- - STRATEGY DATE =" w
X * - [. -  w : .
" 1. Preliminary .| California State’ - | F&TI* Jan-Feb
identification .| Department of ' 1980
- Edycation, staff . '
i | County Offices of Edu- | FATI - Jan-Feb
R cat1on staff . : 1980
< ‘ Di rectories of school | DC&R**' Jan-feb
v + 1:13pr0vement practice 1980
4 4. - 3 .
N JDirectories of dissemi-| DC&R Jan-Feb
ik ' "Aation networks, con- 1980 .
»Lv N ' Soxftia, etc. . . .
ST b S Arrangement record Supplied at Jan-Feb
vdata time of inter-|{ 1980
views and
‘ Yo DC&R
®
2 Descr1pt1ons . ‘Key contacts for | F&TI Mar-Sept
“individual a'rrangements E ' 1980
arerangements‘ _—
. d Representatwes of s
¥ | ‘organizational members : '
+ " |"Arrangement record data| Supplied at Mar-Sept
' . | time of inter-| 1980
- A ‘ ‘I views and
-3 ° s ' Tw I?C&R .
,”' -~ N - - 5“:, ' |
2 # " F&TI = Field and Telephone Interviews - : ‘\\ "
** DC&R = Document Collection and Review - .
':‘i’: ) . / . i - -
= ‘, ::l‘ 2 'o‘ **’ . ' e . at )
. ;o 3. .
A = 3 : &
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,Descrigtive Data. Descriptive data about arrangements were gathered
- & 4 s .

in field and/or teiephdne intérviews with thevkey@contact person for

each arrangement and,'Mhefever possible, other representatives of member

erganizatiens. The JnterViews themse]ves had three foci: gathering

data about the’ arrangement with which the respondent was associated
1

soliciting referrals .to other representatives of member organizations,

L4

and soiiciting referrals to additional arrangements and respondents. As
additional arrangements were identified,.the procedures for scheduling °
Pnterviews were repeated. |

<

A standardized;intervdew protocol was.not-used. However, a check-
list of‘topics was empToyedT/ Respondents were asked to describe the
characteristics of'the-arrangement in terms of the five dimensions to
be used for_describing the 10A categories: . history, environmental con-
text, structure orlorganization; operations or interaction processes,

MR

and outputs'or actiuities? These dimensions provided a reasonably

natural conceptual and narrative framefiork for the respondents. Qur

experience has been that these five dimensions were commonly understood -

-
(§,° that little explanation was required about the 1nfonmation being

‘ sought. In addition, data about I0A characteristics of . interest in

)

Y
this study couidgbe.extracted from “information about these dimensions

without unreasonable difficu]ty. For example, data about resotrce

~

characteristics can be eiicited*under history (e.g+, what.types and

‘amounts of resources were needed ta éstablish the arrangement), context ]

' (esg., what resources are presently provided by a non- member agengy),

=

structure (e.g., what size of resource investment is required from
[ ]

members for continuing the arrangement); operations (e.qg., whether ’

g

the deiivery or exchange of resources is reciprocal or uniiaterai)

- KRN s s N . B i —_

4
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Respondents also were asked to prov1de documentany data about their

t'é' ‘

own arrangement. EXamp]es of documentary *data 1nc1ude proposals,
reports, and evaluations of -the arrangement; organ1zat1ona1 charts for
the arrangement and mémber organizations; bylitijggg\other opérationa]

., guidelinés Forathe arrangement and member organ1zat1on5u
A 1, .
We conducted 59 field interviews and gathered data on each of 103

collaborative arrangements that met the definition and 11m1tat1ons 08 -

«. + the study. _éfief summaries of the essential characteristics of each ®

P
O

I0A were prepared and, when necessary, follow-up telephone calls were

made to fill in or clarify interview notes and record data. ~ ™

-

U°Ana1xs1

There were three data ana]ySIS activities: classifying individua]}

-

arrangements; enumerating the arrangements by categorﬁes; and describing

-

3

" each category of arrangements. The method used for the{e activities was

fbgical analysis of data sources.

. ' . . . .
*Classification. The task was to divide the individual arrangements

LI ~

+ into types or categories that have systematic relationships based- on

haracteristics that areﬂ¢é1evant to concerns of educational policy-
. E
!/ / makers. In the absence of an existing classification scheme, this task

. first required the development of a poIicy-re]evani'c1a§sification
.systém. ' h

Accord1ng to T1nyak1an (1968), a. typolog1ca1 classification is "one

,w'\z

- ‘ | 1n which the furndamental catego es of order1ng, the types are ipduc-’

tively arrived at rather-than formally deduced a priori." This means

-

that the basic procedure was to sort the arrangements (as represented by
h the summaries) iﬁto "natural" or "lookfg;;?kﬁ-groups.‘ Although the pri-

mény task was. the identification of the major or first-level categories,

P
2

32
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attention was aiso given tp identifying-at least -one level of subunits
Within each major category. ' '
3

-

Three procedural requirements were;set\jor establishing the cate-

gories. First, the choice of categories must be ‘such that all the -

" arrangements can be classified in one of the major categoriés. Second,

*

the bas1s for assigning arrangements to categories shouid be reiativeiy
unambiguous and easiiy expiained. Third the categories shouid be
fundamental to the purposes of the applied policy orientagyon of the

study. A number of trial classification schemes were examined; first

L]

by sorting the arrangements into iook-aiike.categories;,then by reviewing

the categories agaiqst the requirements. Finally, a rather simple e

)

.but effective ciass1f1cation system was found. It is described in

Section IT. QThe 103 interorganizatjonal "arrangements were ciass1f1ed
and enumerated by these ciass1fication categorieg? -
‘ Descriétion . “The purpose of the descriptidns is to provide a sense
of the major characteristics of arrangements falling ip each major cate-
. goh; rather than to.depict,the attributes:and “behavior" of'every indi-
vidual arrangement within each category. Thus, the primary focué'of
‘:descriptions is on the exempiifying characteristics of each major cate-
gory. " Each description wiii be a compos1te picture of the‘category
rather than a description of Specific representative or typicai arrange-
ments.‘ The descriptions are baséd on study data on aii arrangements in
each category. Significant variations among subgroups within each major

-

category are aiso illustrated in a sdmilar manner. - . e

o

v

c.v
\

.
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L IL CLAS_SEfFICATIO‘N SYSTEM

. . s v . .
- R - 0N

The classification system is based on two dimensions which reflect

Lo . o

. ’ . '
the Source -of impetus, ini%iative, or support for establishing or for-

ma]iiing the arrangement. These dimensions are the 1egaifstatus of

-

the 1mprovement efﬁort which is supported by the arrangement and the

GE

IegaJ status gfffhe\arrangement itself. For examp]e, a state Jaw

' ~—

requiring all local education agenCies to estabiish proficiency assess-

ment in truments and standards (hence a mahﬁated improvement effort)

’

~, "

cataiyst~for several school districts to form'voluntariiy a

proficiency assessment copsortium (a freestanding arrangement). On.

* the other hand% voluntary participation in an externally funded school
improvement e;fort‘suchas.Teacher Corps (enabled improvement effort) ‘
may require the establishment of an I0OA (mandated arrangement).

In each of .these two dimensions, three categories distinguish’ among
) )

the levels or degrees of legal status. Mandated'improvements or arrange-
ments are required by an agency external ‘to member organizations. The

externai agency may bé a governing or administrating agency, a 1egisia-

tive body, or a Judicial agency. Enabled improvements or arrangements

receive sponsorship, incentives, encouragement, and/or resources fer
. 1Y M

an agency external to member organizations.- For exampTe, they may be

prov1ded for but not imposed in 1eg1s1ation andg/or may receive special

technicai a551stanqe, consuitation, or fiscal resources from externa]

~“drganizations such as state or federal agencies, foundations, or busi-

nesses. Freestanding improveménts or arrangements are established,

maintained, and/or supported primarily or solely by the participating

~

AN
LV
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organqzat1ons. The results of this study suggest that external agencies
do not generally partic1pate as members of the 10As they requ1re or

enable. However, they can, and do, participate as members of, other I0As.

* In effect, each of the three Citegories. also represents a policy

'opsiom or strategy avai{able to one or more qrganizations for supporting
or participating in impmovement effomts 6r.amrangements. The mandat{ng
‘ optigm ijs available only to thejexternal agenﬁ’ﬁker agencies) that
1mpo§e(s) the requ1rement. Al&hough in most 1nstances it is likely that
the requ1rement w111 come from a single agency, there are instances in

_which two or mote agenc1es.1ssue similar requirements. For example, 1q

. California, improvemenis in special education have been required by the

state legislature as well as bx the congressionally nfandated PL 94-142.

. The enablimg option is 5vai]ab1e to the eite;na? agency (or agencies)
for supporting the desired improvement or arrangement. - This option is «
also available to organizations par@icipaﬁing in the jmbrovement or
arrangement in,the sense that they have the choice of pariicipating or

_not participating in the enabled activity or IOA. Under this option it
is also ljkely that a sﬁng!e externgl agency will provide the enaéﬁing

suppori, but there'eme instances in whicb multiple external agencies
cooperate in providing support {(e.g., some combination of fouﬁdations

and/or busipesses or a combination ef a government agency and a fouqda-
tion}. The freestanding'option is evailable only to participating
prganizations as an actfve (mather than pasSive) possibility for imple-
menting an imprévement effort or an IOA.

The crpss-classjfica%ion of the two dimensions, easg with thnee
© categories, yielded the nine-cell matrix shown in Figuge 3. Givén the

emphasis of this study on 1n€§%organizat19na1 arrangements, we selected

€
9T
Jo
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the three I0A categoriés based on the legal status of the arrangement
as the- maJor c]ass1f1cat1on catego;;}xand the three c]ass1f1cat1ons
based on the 1ega1 status of the school 1mproVement effort it supports

. as the secondany class1f1cat1on. The 10A categor1es and subgroups in

\

each are: ’ '

»

.

I. ~ Mandated Arrangements i}
. 1.A. Mandated Arrangement Mandated_lmprovement Effort -
, 1.B. Mandated Arrangement-Enabled Impqgwement Effort
I.C. ndated Arrangementefreestanding Improvement Efforé

11. Enabled Wrrangements

[I.A. Enabled Arrangement-Mandated Improvement Effort

AN —

~ r II.B. ‘Enabled Arrangement-Enabled Improvement Effort *

IT.C. Enabled Arrangement-Freestanding Improvemteht Effort
III. Freestanding Arrangements g

III.A. Freestanding'Arrangement-Mandated Improvement Effort-

A

" - III.B. Freestanding Arrangement-Enaoled Improvement Effort

t IIT.C. Freestanding Arrangement-Fgeestanding Tﬁmrovement Effort

»

- In this classification system, each cell or subgroup represents:a
policy'option available for using I0As to support school dmprovement ‘
efforts. When we olassified the 103 arrangements identified in this

' study, the arrangements occup1ed séven of the nine cells. None could
be c]ass1f1ed as mandated arrangements support1ng freestanding 1mprove—
ment efforts (I.C.) or enabled arrangements supporting freestand1ng

improvement efforts (II.C). This finding suggests that these two

policy options are rare]y if ever exercised. A*though it 1s conce1v-

able that fe4ena1 or state policy might mandate or enab]e the™creation

(
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. ‘ N . 3
of "general purpose" arrangements* that would support freestandﬁng -
schoolz1mpr96ement arrangements, most federal and state 1mprovement
pol1c1es tend to be “categorical" (or targeted), and provisions for

arrangements support1ng these categorical improvement efforts tend ’ .

to be "derivative" (i.e., the arrangements aredmandated or enabled as
‘.means to support the. larger, but categorical‘objectives of the mandated
or enabled improvement efforts). Consequently, it appears that only . . -
freestanding arrangements support freestanding improvement efforts.
Table 2 shows the way in wh1ch the 103 arrangements were distrib-~
Y uted among the categories, the various top1ca1 or programmat1c'areas
within each ‘category and subcategory, along with the maJor sources of
mandate or enablement for each_category: There are 15 clearly defined \
programs!or topical areas that accgunt for about 90, percent of the 103
arrangements. The remaining 10 percent support a misceﬁdany of improve-
nént’efforts. 0f- the 15 clearly defined programs, seven_foqus primarily
" on staff deVelopment activities and account for 35 percent of the total,
number of arrangenents. These staff devel opment arrangements occur in-
four of the.subclasses; I.B.--Teacher Corps Projects, PDPICs: Responsive
Education Programs; II.B. --School Resource Centers RT‘acher Centers,
* 111.B.--Staff Development ProJects, III C.--Staff Development Consortia.
Staff deveTopment wa$ the only area supported both in such.a’ concentrated
‘ - ‘manner and with as many d1fferent types of arrangements. Mandates or 2

l

enablements were prov1ded‘overwhe1m1ngly by state or federal sources

with programs evenly Split between the two at seven each. The categories

and subgroups are briefly presented in the following pages. Each. wiLJ

v, . -.', -

».

be described in deta11 in Sectton IV. 2 _ S .

»

" *Fo(uexample, cooperative intermed1ate(sérv1ce agencies 1eg1s]at1ve1y
Q  required or permitted in 19 states max,fall in these-gwo subgroups.

v . ') ‘e '
‘V 8 T ! ‘. .
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a ‘TABLE. 2 - ‘,
DISTRIBUTION OF ARRANGEMENTS -IN CATEGORIES AND ’
PRINCIPAL SOURCES OF MANDATES OR ENABLEMENTS -

]

.

PRINCIPAL SOURCE

CATEGORIfS. SUBCATEGORIES, AND ARRANGEMENTS NUMBER
M ‘ OF 10As ° |OF MANDATE OP EMABLEMENT
1. Mandated Arrangemehts 35
™~ E ' 0}
d 1.A. Mandated Improvement Efforts 81"
/ - Consolidated Application Cooperatives .| (8) |State program
" 1.8. Enabled Improvement Efforts - 27 -
» = Teacher Corps Projects . (6) Federal program
- Professignal Development and Program . »
Improvement Centers (PDPIC) , (2) |State program ,
- Responsive Education Programs (13) Federal program
- Mathematics, Engineering,
. Science Acmevement--MESA (5) |Foundation, businesses
- Miscellaneous (1) [Businesses
1.C. Freestanding Improveméﬁ; Efforts 0
. 11. .Enabled Arrangements ~ B 44 R
- T
- I1.A. "Mandated Improvement Efforts 32 T
- Regional *0ccupational Program/ .
Centers--ROP/C (16) IState & federal programs
- . - Special Education Consortia (16) |State & federal programs
* I1.B. Enabled Improvement Efforts a | 12
- - School Improvement Consortia (5) |State progra
- - School Resource Centers 2; State prog_pzn'
-.Teacher Centers 5) |Federal program
11.C. Freestanding Improvement Efforts 0 . ) -
III. Freestanding Arrangements 24
. III A Mandated I[mprovement Efforts. 4 ‘
. - Proficiency. Assessment Consortia - ] (4) [State program
. ) III,B.“ Enabled I.mprovement Efforts . 6 : =
R - - Staff Development Projects (2; Federal programs
" '« Miscellaneous (4) |Federal programs
iy I11.C. Freestanding Improvement Efforts 14
N - Staff Development Consortia (6) -
* - Health Education Consortia (2)
- Career Education Consoriie= (2)
’ - Miscellaneous - (4\)\
: e o e
a o IS
> ¥ = \-
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I. Mandated Arrangements ' T ¢

-

"\

The I0A itself is mandated; but the mandated arrangement may sup- .
port mandated or enabled school\improvement efforts. Of the 35 mandated N
' ,JQ@S identified eidht supported mandated improvement efforts (suooate-
gory I:A.) and 27 supported enab]ed 1mprovement efforts (;ubcategory
I B. )6 No mandated arrangement supported a freestand1ng improvement ’

'effort (subcategory I.C.).

L.A.‘fMahdated Arrangement-Mandated Improvement Effort., In this
group, virtually ‘14 fOA membérs are-reguired to partiéipate both in the E *
1mprovement effort‘and 1n the'support1ng arrangement. For examp]e, a]]

Ca11forn1a sch001 d1str1cts are requ1red by the Ca11forn1a State Depart- o
ment of Educat1on (CSDE) to part1c1pate31n the Conso]1dated App11cat1ons
Program through thch funds for seven federal and state programs are
adm]antered.- D1str1cts that rece1ve a-total of less than $75 000 in
Conso]1dated Applications funds also are requ1red to part1c1pate in a T .
cooperatwve. Members are required to co}%aborate on s:bmiss1on of the o s
funding application itself and, more’1mportant1y for this study, on »
sharing admfnistrative, teéhnjca]’assjstance, staff deve]opment, and

-

. T . - - ! .
evaluation resources and services that members_cannot provide suf-. ~..
ficiently for themselves.. ,

L
N Ead

5I.B. Mandated Arrangement;Enabled Improvement Effort.” In this

’ ~ I - - - .- k) .~ ’\ ’ N )
group, organizations choosing to participate in an improvement effort

spdnsored.by an external agency are requl;gd to form an I0A as one

~

component of. their invo]vement.
Usua]]y, such 1mprovement efforts are programs sponsored by fed- ‘

eral .or state agencies, and participants applz)for funds in response

© to requests for contract or grant proposals {RFPs). They also\nwy be - )

§)




- -V1s requ1red in order to carry out the program, part1c1pat1on in an IOA
©is thus one cond1§,pn/of e11g1b111ty for part1c1pat1on. For examp]e,

the Teacher Corps Program was enab]ed by "the federa] government to
~ strengthen~the educat1ona1 0pportun1t1es available to ch1dren=1n areas . - fﬁk
~ having conceﬁtrations of low-income families, to encourage colleges

~ and un1vers1t1es t0 broaden their teacher preparat1on programs, and to

S~

”encourage 1nst1tut1ons of h1gher education and local education agencies

v

‘to 1mprove programs of tra1n1ng and retra1n1ng for teachers and teacher
-aides. Individual pro;ects are awarded on the bas1s Jf vo]untary, s

~competitive applications. However, each proaect app]rcat1on must . " =
B «A *o . \\\\" ; %? . & R
, ~Thclude -a co]laborative.arrangei&ntabetween a school district and an . °

-~

institution of higher edu’cation.\‘ o oo ‘O

. A N .. ' _

h ‘L\b : %

. - _] :
for or supported pr1mar11y by an Ve ,

. ‘ 112 Enab]ed Arrang#megtl

The arrangement itself 1s/prov1d

L)

~ agency or agenc1es externa] to I0A membe‘ organ1zat1ons. The enab]ed ) ’.

¢

- 10A may support e1ther a-mandated 1mprovement effort or an enab]ed
R 4 . R R
N . 1mprovement effort. of the . 44 enabled arrangements, 32 support mandated .
: . te. .
1mprovement efforts (II.A.), 12 support.enabled improvement efforts

(II B.). No enabled arrangement supported freesta 'ng'imprqvement

eFforts (I1.Cotoe e
T ) 1I.A. Enab]ed Arranggment -Mandated Improvement Effort. The arrange-

“~

-y

ment itself is spec1f1ed as” one opt1ona1 means of 1mp1ement1ng the required

LR Nt

1mprovement efforts and subsequent]y of comp]y1n3?u1th the mandate. ' .‘ L

The exterpal agencies also may contribute resources to the arrangement,'

N N . e

but they*do not participate as members of the arrangement. -

2 * . . MY Lot

< -

]
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10As associated with the requirements of the California Master

‘?1an for‘Special Education, which meets and in many cases exceeds .

“y ot

the mandate of PL 94-142, exemplify this category. The‘ggster ﬁlan

specifies minimum requirements that ald districf$ and county offices
? - / . ' . v R . . .,
- QUSt meet in providing educational program§lanﬁ services for students
i

ith speciél needs. It also requires that each district and county °
<\\\J' office submit fer CSDE app}oval its own special education nester plan.

In addition, the state plan speéi?ies that districts and‘gounty offices

L3

may cqllabérate with other districts and/or county offices to provide

m ) . .
» the necessary programs and services. When agencies exercise this

I3

pption, they submit for CSDE approval a joint or consort ium master ,

plan that represents all members of the particula} I0A.

)

I1.B. Enabled Arrangement-Enabfed Improvement Effort. The
improvemeﬁt effort is sponsored by an external agency, and the arrange- .
' .ment is provided for, Qut gpt required, as a support mecﬁanism. F%?
, ' 3 examﬁ]e%igﬂii?orniaNlébislétdon authorizing Schobl Besourc§ Ceq{eﬁé
g Zz; éﬁffkfggiaates {hat cenxe}s may be established eitherlgy'single

agencies 6r as & collaborative arrangement. ' ‘

. In some if%tances, the I0A may be a later, séparétéﬁy sponsored

hddi%ioﬁ: as are the School Improvement Consortia associated:wi%h the
Oalifor;ia Sghool Improvement Program (dSIP). These.consor:t’;'auare-w

- formed after participants have received CSIP awards éﬁd»are supported .
. . .. 4

with additional assistance and funding from the Sfaﬁngepartmént of

- - ) s, "
Educon..\ . _ v o
f g‘ ’ . ' . :
T i ' . . ) - -
oo -Ill.. Freestanding Arrangements - (. T
-‘ : ’ ’ “ ® B \‘ g . +
A freestanding arrangement is supported primarilxgii;sgle1y by

nt effort, an,

member organizations. It may support &'mandated impro




enabled improvement effort, or a freestanding effort. 0f the 24 free-

standing I0As, four supported mandated improvement efforts; six .sup-

ported enabled effo}ts; and 14‘§upported freestanding improvement

efforts.
»

TTTTTTTUTIICAC Freestanding Arrangement-Mandated Improvement Effort. In

<

this ggtegory, I0A members must participate in the improvement etfort -
. or meet reqdirements éet forth by an external agency. Howgyer, the .
I0A itself is initiated. vo]untar1]y and supported pr1marIAX.or solely
by member organ1zat1ons. Proficiency assessment consort1a illustrate
this category. In 1977, Assenhix Bill 65 (AB 65) mandated that all

California schoo]rdistricts:must develop proficiency assessment stand- =

-

ards and tests. There was no provision in the 1eg%s]atign or in admin-

' istnative regulations for collaborative efforts to meet the requirements.
_'Members of these consortia have,jgjned together on their own initiative
and contribute reéourceSfto‘the consortia without_assistance“from non-
’ - N }

member organizations. R

III.B. Freestand1ng Arrangement- Enab]ed Improvement Effort. The

;=,vmprovement effort is externally sponsored or provided for, but the
arrangement itself is 1n1t1ated voluntar11y by the member organizations. _
There is neither requ1rement nor—provision- for the arrangement in the
measures that enable the improvement. This class of I0A can occur when
several organ1zations dec1de on their own tofresponh to an RFP for an
improvement effort. One example is a consort1um 1n1t1ateg by several
R&D agencies and a un1vers1ty to respond to a Feoerally sponsored pro-
gram for technica] ass1stance to basic sk1lls proJects. This class of
I0A alSo can occur when multiple agenC1es co]]aborate to deyelop their
own improvement effort and then seek external support for the 1mprove-

ment effort but not for the arrangement.

43
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a . i . 29 \
. L — . o e
~III C. Freestandmg Arrangement Freestand1ng Improvement Effort. @

<o

In th1s group, bbth the arrangement and the 1mprovement effort are

initiated and supported b)\ member orgamzatwns without the requ1rement

&

I

or sDonsor‘shw of_external agencies. ’ Examples in this class are con~.

. ) 4 >
sortia which are estabh‘sﬁed and main’hed% mepber organ1zat1ons to .~

A )

share 1nformat1on and resources in staff development efforts that mem-

4 .

bers have jointly p]anned'and carried out_.

.
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" .III.  .CENSUS OF INTERORGANIZATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

"

L

. e

,fd]juwiné'censusnof‘IPAs,ds'presented in three sections. The
first provides“an orientation to the gengaphic.study'area with basic
.data,about 63pu}ation; income, and educationa]‘characteristics of the
3 counties: The.second presents an overview of the 103 arrangements

. ]
lves in terms of participation in-the arrangements by seven ‘

‘c}asses eitorgan1zat1ons, and the comb1nat1ons of organizations that:
spare 10A membership. The third section summar1zes IOA data for the
- three major categor1es of IOAs (mandated, enabled and freestanding) in
temms of the following: the number of arrangements in each category;
Srganizational class part{cipation by categoﬁ?; and combinations of '

organizational participants in each category. *

Qrientation to the Study Area

The overview of basic population, income, and educational charac-
ter1st1cs of the study area serves as background for the remainder. of
¥ [N
this sect1on and for the subsequent report. Table 3 presents demo-

<

graphic character1st1cs for the state, for the study area as a whole,
and for each of the 13 counties in the study area. In add1t1on, the
Bay Area* percentages of the state totals are given for land area,

nopulation; and educational characteristics.

Area" are used interchangeably.

/

- » T \—/
“. * Hereafter, the terms "study area" and "Bay Area" or "Greater Bay
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- . - TABLE 3 .. 7 T
" "POPULATION, INCOME, AND EDUCATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE STUDY AREA
~ < L - , =
- ‘ 7 - bopuLaTION
- . - ) 1. Change
Land 1978* 1970** 1970-78
« Area -
- Rank ) Per
. . in ’ square
o sq. Bay Total mile , Total Urban | Total
o o Hiles Area‘\__’_ N % %
Y ? ~ <3 .
United States™** | 3,540,023 218.228.000 | + 60,0 ~[203,308.863 | 73.5 8.3
. californfia  * o 156,361 | - 22,297,000 142.6 | 19,971,069 } 90.9 | 11.6
Bay.Area Totals 13,566 . 5,767,400 425.14 5,311,115 8.6
Bay Area % Calif. 8.7 | . _ 25.8% ' 26,6% |
. k4 r
° Alameda 733 2 -1,101,90Q 1,503.3 1,071,446 99.0 2.8
« P ~ . |9
Contra Costa 735 4 613,400 834.5 556,116 B3.6 10.
Marin 520 9 222,900 428.7 208,652 , 92.4 6,8
y - N
Monterey 3,324 7 275,000 82.7 ) 247,450 74.6 11.1
"Napa 7871 127 |. 94,000 119.4 79,140 57.9 | 18.8 s
San Benito . 1,396 13‘ 215,400* 1‘5.3 18,226 42,0 17.4
. . ) =) R
San Francisco 45 3 658,700 | 14,637.8 © 715,674 100.0 -8.0
. San Joaquin 1,412 6 " 313,700 222.2- 291,073 76.9 - 7.8
San Matéo 447 5 . 585,100 | 1,308.9 557,361 98.3 | 5.3
" Santa Clara '1,300 1 1,227,500 ] 944.2 1,06.‘;,313 97.5- 15.2
° Santa Cruz 440 11 173,900 395.2 123,790 75,0 40.5
' . : ]
Solano 823 10 208,300 253.1 171,989 92.8 21.1
- Sonoma « ’ 1,604 8 271,600 169.3* 204,'885 58.6 "] 32.6
*California Statisticals Abstract: 1979, Sacramento,,CA: California Department of Finance,
1979, p.1l. . v .
**County and City Data Book: 1977, Washington, DC: U.S, Bureau of the Census, 1977, pp. 3,“
54-66.° - . C ¢
- H . - -
. . ***California Public-Schools Selected Statistics: 1977-1978, Sacramento, CA: California State
: Department of Education, 19579, pi3. ) . ) X —y
- »ewrSeatistical Abstract of the United States: 1980, (101st Edition) Washington, DC: 1.S. Bureau
of the Census, 1980, pp. 6, 12;.13,.44/, 435, ' , ) .
e ‘e ¥ 4
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- ., TABLE 3 (Continued)
- ¢ , . A
- —~ .
f 2
7 -~ ' -
k) ‘ . ) *
/ . .
s B ) ) s -~
¢ . . ) IN
 MONEY INCOME EDUCATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS™** - _ )
:‘. . "'LJ""‘ ’ ¢ !
Per Capita Median Incore Total Number of School = Nunber of ®w Fall Enrolliment
Income, 1974*+ 1969 Districts -. ~ | Public Schools L .
. ) % o} ’
I Rank “| Rank "] Rank 1977-78 1977-78 Rank
.in ¢ in in [ - in
Bay Total Bay Total. - Bay ' . Bay
Area $ Area $ U £ H ALL A Area
v T ~ = B . "
| 4,572 9,586 | . |
- 5,114 10,729 | 258 | 669 | 115 | 1,042 | Nm 4,157,000
T 58 150 | 23 ) em ). 14198 -] 1,031,151
22.5] 22.4] 20.0| 22.2 '15.9 24.8
6 |s5,38 5 11,131 | 14| & 1 19 6 [ 346 192,438 2
-4 5870 | 4 12,422 74 9 2 18} 7 228 | 127,153 3
1 7,50 |1 13,931 2| 16 ] c2 20} s 99 '37,408 10
) 7 4,688 | 9 9,729 4] 18] 3 5] 3 + 99 50,513 I 8
S .
9 4,609 | 6 | 10,738 3 2 , 5] 10 46 16,253 12
e 13 4,055 | 13 8,938 10| 1 1] 8 17 5,010 13
3 : ) ;
3 5,990 } 7 10,495 1 11 134 63,098 5
“ In 4,573 | 11 ' 9,601 7 | 10 1 18 7 134 ° sz}sos 6
2 6,621 | "2 13,218 |~3 | 17 3 23| 4 197 96,082 - 4
- 5 5609 | 3 12,453 642 |} 5 33} 2 430 " 258,383 1
, 8 4,681 | 12 9,078 2 8 -}-1 11| 8 64 29,535 11
10 a581°| 8 .| 9,88 | & 6 64 o 80 " 41,125 9
12 3,501 | 10 9,666 ] 3 | 34 4 a1 {1 124 51,385 7
) .
»
LY - ") o
: e
. . by
¢ 4 [ = 1 R
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Two general observations can be made about the !haracteristics of.
~the study area.+ First, the counties cag&gt be cons1dered average or ‘
typical, %etther in the aggregate or separately. For example, Bay Area
totals for 1978 populatlon densaty (425 14 persons per square m11e)
substantlally exceeded both the stateW1de density (142 6) and the U S.
figure (60. 0) In add1t1on, on]y two of the 13 counties (Napa and San”
= _—Ben1to) had a smal%er urban populat1on percentage than the 1970 U.S.

3 perdentage (73 5); seven of the counties- had a greater urban populat1on

\> percentage than the 90.9 percent for California. Only one county had

" Tless than 50 percent urban ‘population (San Benito with”42%). We thus
note that all of the counties fnc]uded in the study area have. substantial
‘ - R
urban populations. None, with\tge\pcssible exception of San Benito

County, would be cons1&ereé:predom1nant1y rural Second, there is

cons1derab1e, sqmetxnes extreme, d1vers1ty across the count1es._ This

‘—-i\ —

latter p01nt rece1yes grea;er emphas1s in the following summary.~~

Population. Although the Bay Area counties comprise only nine per-'
cent (13,566 square m11es) of-tﬁe state's total--tand area, they accounted

| ’
for 26 percent (5,767,400) of the 1978 Catifornia population (22,297,000).

The area'é.popu]atioﬁ,increaSe of almost nine percent between 1970 and ‘_
1978 was slightly above the national eight:percent increase, and three
percent less than the 12 percent statewide increase during the same per-

‘@od. However, pogggatibn changes for the ingividuaarcounties ranged

“from minus eight percent te p]ue 40 percent.

Diversity amohg the counties is reflected by $ke 1978ﬁpopu1ation and
population dens%ty figures and By-the’1970 percentage Pf urban population.

In 1978, county populations ranged widely from two counties with more

b




wide and nat19na1’fighres,,there was nearly a thousand-fold différence
from the exfreme high of 14,637.8 in San Franqisco County‘to 15.3 in
San Benito County. The other 11 coun®es ranged less r; ically (but
still considerably) between 1,500 and 83 persons per square mile (in
Alameda and ﬁontéﬁey Counties respectively).  ° A
Income. Income charécteristic§ are reflected in per-capita income
and median family income amounts. Foéiier—capité income (19.74), the Bay
~‘A5ea-weighted average‘of $5,549‘excéeded the stStewide figure of $5,114
by a fairly small amount ($#35). The difference amonglcouﬁties was con-
siderably greater,* ranging frem the high o? $7,150 in Marin County to_~
§ the iow of $4,055 in-San Benito County. In comparison to the ‘statewide

average, six counties ﬁad a greater per capita income: Marin ($7,150);

San Mateo ($6,621); San Franc1sco ($5,990)3 Contra Costa ($5,870);

~ Santa Clara (%5, 605), and Alameda (5, 341) Seven countres, all within

a range of $644 of one another, had less than the California average:

, Monterey (%4, 688) Sanf‘"fruz ($4,641); Napa ($4,609); Solano ($4,581);
San Joaquin ($4,573); Sonoma ($4,501); and San Benito ($4, 655) Only
Sonoma and San Benito are below the 1974 U.S. average of $4,572.

For 1969'median family income, there was‘a di%ference ofg$4,993
between the high in Marin County ($13,931) and the low in San éenito '
%sa,éib)f Six counties h?d d s greater than the sEgte figure.of

¥ - 4 . -

TP - - - -

A - .
iy g

 J

r¥

= v € i
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I L ) 3 .
. than one million residents--Santa Clara with 1,227,500 and' Ajameda with \} C
’ 1,101,900-:20 twa counties with less than 100,000--Napa w%t 94,000 and
+4 - , .
. San Ben1to with 21 400. . _ .
- - ’ - pr :\ . :; N
LT In populat1on dens1ty (1978), a]though the Bay Area ayerage of -
* :

Y
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,L$§6,729; Marin ($13,931); San-Mateo (513,218); Santa Clara ($12,453); . S
. - ) i . '
Contra Costa ($12,422); Alameda ($11,131); and Napa ($10,738). Seven =
coqnt?és.uerg below the state figure: San Francisco, (%10, 495) Solano . _

($9 878); Monterey ($9,729); Sonoma ($9, 666); San Joaquin ($9,601); =~

"ﬂSanta Cruz ($9 078), and San Benito ($8, 938)., Only two counties
(Santa Cruz and San Benito) were .below the nat1ona; f1gure of $9, 586. :
Differences among the count1es a]so.aresapparent in their predom- -
.inant businesses\and industnies. Alameda and'San Francisco Counties
.bpthhhave.éoncentrationi of heavy ingustrie§,'commercia1 enterpr%ses,
and sexvice agencies, inc]uding many regionaf or national corporate v /

Naval Yards.

headquarters. County comb1nes heavy 1ndustr1es and the U.S. ’ /
Con?#ZoCosta County- combines ugban centers with light

1ndustry and comme age C1es, numerous suburban areas,‘gﬁd some g /

rural areas. In ‘Santa Clara County there are both rural and industrial ]

¢

areas, the latter dominated by the electron1cs 1ndustny of "Sil§

Valley." San Mateo County contains many suburban communities akd con-

'A
//fcentrations of light 1ndustny and business. Marin County‘1s pred
’ . x
nantly suburban, but also has some industry and agriculture. Monterey .

ﬁ ’ - '- . - ' - - ’
and Santa Cruz Counties have a similar combination of tourism-oriented

) * L3 ’ L3 t 3 n . 3
. services, food processing industries, and agriculture; while agricul-
ture is the predominant economic base for Napa, San Benito, San Joaquin,
- . 4 .

and Sonoma Counties.

Educational Characteristics. One of the interesting characteris- .

tics of public education in California is the trilateral organization
of the the 1,042 California public school districts. There are 258 \

unified school districts which include grades K-12; 669 elementary




-

A}

P [
the number of students in the counties.

P

districts with either grades K-é-or K-6; and 115 hiéh school districts

”

with grades 9-12 or 7-12. In 1977-78, the 258 unified districts

accounted fnr }ougnly two thirds of the average daily attendance in ///j7

.California schools. The Bay Afea counties account for 22.5 percent

(58) of the state‘s unified distrdictsy 22.4 percéﬁt (150) of the N\

elementary districts; 20.0 percentr(23) of the high school districts;
and 22.2 percent (231) of the total number of districts. Each districf

is a separate local education agency headed by-a sunarintendent and
¥

governed by a local school board. °
Considerable diversity amdngvthe counties 1is- again yef]ectedtin
, g
the educational characteristics. For example, the total number of

school districts per county ranges from one district in San Francisco

" County (a unified district) to 41 districts (of all three types) in

Sonoma County. The range of public schools in 1977:78 ran from 17 .
schools (spread amnng 1 districts) in San Benito thnty to 430 . /
schoo]s (across 33 d1str1cts) in Santa C]ara)County. The range for

}977-78 fa]] enrollment fell between the low of 5,010 students 1n San

Benito County and the high of 258,383 1in Santa Clara. Note that there

is no consistent pattern of flumber of school district’s or schools to

- ”
.

—_—

Qverview of Organizational Participants in 10As .
( -

-Table 4 summarizes characteristics of 10As in terms of participa-

- LY
’

tion by classes of organizations, location of organizations relative

'to the Study area (i.e., within Bay Area counties, within California,

outs1de Ca11forn1a) the number of arrangements 1n which each class par-

ticipates, dnd the frequency of participation by organ1zat1on within

~e
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TABLE 4 : . o

PARTICIPATION IN ARRANGEMENTS BY. ORGANIZATIONAL CLASS,
LOCATION OF ORGANIZATIONS AND FREQUENCY OF PARTICIPATION

' “w K - . , ¢
. ‘ég H S § Frequency of Participation 1n [0As 8y lndwiduaf Organizations
. legl g o3 S.352 .
N 0 §: é w de oWl 2w aoe—
4 ¢S »E ‘|2oE] £8 0 gE:.‘-‘:
3:l38d pBeid] ¢ R ' Rusber of [0As
B R = cC N
. =158 {se3| 538l == ‘ .
Organizational £1a © 3% 8 [Bz%| eEz| azad vl sdels el sl olw]ulr]e
rganizational Liass ¢ 2. |28 [28&] 238] 22s5° 1 :
Educational Organizations ’ " ) .
ota 409 298 87 24 134 { 139} 71 22 14 12 6 7 1 1 2
School Districts 266 231 24 11 90 (87.3) . 58 91 | 68 21 10 10 2 ‘6 -
County Offices of Fducation | 58 | 13 4 45 - 50 (57.2) 4 |1 2 21 a1l 1 1 L
. — —
Institutidns of [ . .
, Higher Education 41 20 17 4 26 (25.2) 34 3 1 1 2
Research and Development P X oot &
Agencies 8 2 6 18 (17.4) 7 1
State Departments of ‘ . ¢ ) - i
Education ) 3 1 2 6 (5.8) 2 1 ‘ . i,
B g == migs ,
Other Educational* - ) ' . .
" _Organizations 28 217 1 8 (71.1) 28 -
» :
. Interorganizational v
Arrangements per se 5 5 2 {(1.9) » 5
- I3
5 - - n — "
Ron-fducational Organization
Sob-Tots] B 6 | 42 &6
Public Agencies and . %
Private Kon-prof.it
Agencies*s 39 34 5 5 {4.8) 39 - )

‘ PE— N — b ,
74 Businesses 3 3 1 (0.009)ff 37 - —
T o -Jotah All Organizations 485 33‘2 129 24 103 (100.0} 210 {139 n 22 14 12 6 7 i =1 2

. . €
7 - #QOther educational organizations include: prlvadéchools (2}, pamchfal/dlstrlcts (1), téacher associations and unions {19), school boards (1),

~ professional assecfations (3), and independent edu

onal organizations.

»

"Examples of public agencies are Bay Area Rapid Transit, Department of Agriculture setc. Examples of private non-profit agencies are Planned

Q  parenthood, county hea)th associations, etc.
EMC s¥Yirtually all of these are major mttona] corporat.ions {e.q., Chevron) that are fepresented’ in the arrangéthint by their California based regional ) ot
or divisional office.. 9 - -

<
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C .
each class,' We grouped the 485 organizations identified as participa-

'ting in one or more arrangements in two larger categories educational

organizations (409) and non-educat fonal organizations (76)t Educational.\
€ e

organizations were further suquvided into seven types. school dis-
tricts - (266), county offices of education (5?); institutions.;f higher
'education (41); research and development agencies (8)j sfate qepantments
of education (3); other educational organizatigns {28); andéinterorgan-
izational arrangenents er se* (5). Othen edugational organizatiens
included ;rivate schools, parochial districts, professional educational
associations, etc. Two types-of non-educational agencies were-estab-

lished. One type, for profit, includes all busipess and industrial-
participants (37); the other combines both public agencies, such as

East Bay Municipa] Utilities Districts, and private non-profit agencies,

"such as Planned Parenthood (39) . _

Of the 485 partiCipating organizations, 332 (68%) were located in’
the Bay Area and 153 (31%) werg’ located outside the area. Of the non-
Bay Area part1c1pants, 129, we#e in q;her areas of California and 24

'were i@ other states. Of the 409 educational agencies, 298 (73%) are

. ~
within the Bay Area and 111 (27%) were outside the area.

For frequency of participation, the greatest concentrations -were
the 210 organizations (43% of all organizations) that bélonged to only
one 10A, and the 139 organigations (28%) that belonged to two IOAs. .

Taken together, these frequencies accgunted.for 349 (72%) of - 10A members.

(. ! ’ . ‘v‘
* We included IOAs as an organizational class to account for those
‘instances in which an I0A participates as an organizational entity 4
with individual organizations or ?fth other I0As in another arrange-
4 H'Ent. ' .

-
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Th7 5ema1n1ng 136 organ1zat1ons (28%) partici pated 1n from three $o

," nine arrangements in general ly‘”decreas‘mg numbers, with only three
LI »
part1c1pat1ng in more than 10 arrangements.

Non-educat1onaI/Agenmes. Non- educational organ1zat1ons afcounted

for 76 (15%) of the tawbgr' of 10A participants. Of these, 34
(44%) were ‘exclusivel‘ Bay ™ ea organd‘zatiqns, and 42 (55%) were either

P

located in or ‘alsb served other, areas of California. "Ali 76 non-educa-
tional agencies participated in only one I0A each. The 39 public and
" non-profit agenciQ pga'rtidipated in\five of the 103 arrangements stludied.
} A11 of ‘the 37 for-profit agenc1es were 1nvo]ved in the same sipgle

arran?ement. Thus, 76 non- educat1ona1 agepc1 es concentrated their par-

-

t’Tc1pat1on in a tota] of six of the. 103 1nterorgamzat1ona] arrangements.
. \ Y, '
3‘cl=po]°D1str1cts. More sch] districts participated in more ..
R ] ’
arrangements/than d1d any other class of educat1onaT orgamzatwns in

'y

" this stud & he 409 educat1ona‘1 ag\en/c)es ,266 (65%) were school dis-

I that were members in 90 of the 103 IOAs. . Of the 266 districts,

“231 (88%) were Ba'& Ar;ea d1str‘1cts. Th1s; in fact, as the total number
°".of distrcts in the,Bay Area. Eve'ry choot d1sﬁt’1‘ct in the studx area
- was ‘partfcipatinggn at least 0 gementﬁ/ The 35 d1str1cts outs1de_
the Bay Area (24 in oth Cahfornﬁa areas and H outs1de California)

one I10A 1dent7f1ed m th1s study.

Howeven, par&nmpa'on hy the total 266 d1str1cts“was coqcentrated . '

- -~

between one and three 10As per chstmet with these tMequenmes

accountmg for-about 82% 'ofy district part1c1pat1 on. Interestmeg,

n

more distmcts part1c1pated in two IOAs (91 or 34%) or th?‘ee 10As (68

or 26%) t‘han in one arrangement (58 or 22%).
o e "y:f ) % .
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* County Offices. "The 58 county of fites in California accounted for

14 percents of the edficational organizations and partieipated, as a
class, in over half of the 103 arrangements. ‘The 58 county offices .
~1nc1uded 13 in the Bay Area and 45 outs1de the area. The 45 ndﬁLBay
Area off&ces were involved w1th-the Bay Area county of fices in each of“
two I0As. - Part1c1pat1on by the 13 Bay Area off1ces was broadly d1str1b-
uted between three.and 18 arrangements each, w1th the concentrat1gn?

between,five :and seven arrangements.

- Institutions of Higher Education (IHEs).* There were 41 IHEs

representing 10_percent of the 409 partic%patingfeducatinnal prganifae .
tions. Of the 41 htgher educatygﬁﬁnstitutiOns, almost as many (17);
were lpcated elsewhere in California as were‘in the Bay Area (20) As

a class, institutions of h1gher educat1on part1c1pated in one quarter

of the arrangements. Their part1c1pat10n was d1str1buted rather nar—‘
:rowly between one and five I0As per THE, with 34 fﬁEs (83% of the IHEs)
- part}c1pat1ng‘%p only one I0A.

' R&D.Agenéies. Eight research and development agencies (2% of the

409 educational organizations) were I0A participants. Two were located °

* - in the’ Bay Area and six in other states. These agenc1es part1c1pated

in 18 of the 103 IOAs. A1l of the R&D agenc1es outs1de of Californ1a
and ong i the Bay Area participated in one arrangement each. The
other Bay Area .RED crganization participated in 18 IOAs.f

»
¢ N

.
ot _ . .
L
\ , -
\ . . .
Al [

* Although IHE partictpation by the school, college; or department
of education is most frequent, colteges of eng1neer1ng and other*
un1versity agencies are also represented. .

A




State:Departments of Education. Three_state departments of °
education participated in six of the IOAs. ihe California agency
participated‘in‘four arrangements. * The other two state education
agencies egch'participated in one I0A. o

Other Educational 0rgan1zat1ons. There were 28 “other"

educational organ1zat1ons (e.g., pr1vate schools, profess1ona1
assoc1at1ons) represented in the 409 educat1ona] organ1zat1on3, and
all but one of these other educat1ona] organ1zat1ons was located in ., :
'Ca11forn1a. Among the 28,.they part1c1pated in a totaﬂ

arrangements but each was in on]y one IO0A. _”/ﬁ.

Interorgan1zat1ona] Arrangements. Five interorganizational

arrangements were found to part1c1pate in yet another arrangement
involving other organ1zat1ons or I0As. These five I0As part1c1pated
in two "second-level" arrangements. All f1ve IOAs were located 1n
theé Bay Aréa, and each  one part1c1pated in on]y one of the two
"second- level" arrangements. ) o ..

Table 5 summarizes participation data‘by total and by organiza:§
t1ona1 type for all 485 organizational participants, for all 409 ]MM,
' educatlonal organizat1ons, and for the 298 Bay Area educatJonal’agenc1es.

'.When we look at the frequency d1str1but1ons for al] 485 part1c1pat1ng

organ1zat1ons, we See that almost as many (43%) part1c1pated in on]y

Eone IOA as part1c1pated 1n two or more IOAs (56%) In contrast, of .

1
~ v

the 409 educat1onal organ1zat1ons, s]1ght1y more than twice as many
(275 or 67%) part1c1pated~1n two or more arrangements as part1c1pated

in only one 104 (134 or 32%). A1l 76 non-educat1ona1 organ1zat1ons
. r

(100%) “participated in only one I0A each. TF&S represents a ‘decrease

.
L Y
»

-
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' SRS T . . TABLE 5 - . s
. . . . . . « -
o = : . o oo SUMMARY " OF PARTICIPATION FREQUENCY FOR ALL ORGANIZATIONAL ° S
L : " PARTICIPANTS, EDUCATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS, AND BAY AREA EDUCATIONAL- ) .
- : . ‘ ‘ "' ORGANIZATIONS _ .

> - 2 . . . *
. . £ ] ‘: . \ . . N Y -
. . .- s . -

¥ ‘ . N . 4 . . .
. . ‘ . - .

. . . A LN : T
) / ‘ 1 Frequency of Participation "~ ' ' ) . v
. LA M ¢ L
’ > R A Huzber of Arrangements , .
. - ° L3 . * i
Total ofeOryanizational - -, . . . . R .
. . Participants 1 . 2 3. 4 5 6 7 8 9 12 18
R I . No.  Zofall " M. ZoftlKo.Zof [MoiZof |Mo%of |MNow%off |Nowgof No-%of [No. Zof |No.%of [ho.3of [o. 5 of \
: - organizations Total Total Total 'ﬁ%tit . Total Total |-  Total Total Total Total Total
- z i . S 2
All Organizational : A 3 ; ’ o ) ‘
ofu Participants o, j485 - {100) . 210 (43.3) 1139 (28.7){, 71 (14.6) ) ‘22 (£25) | 18 (2.9) |12 25y | 6 1.2y | 7 {1.4) } 1¢0.2)8 1 (6.21)) 2 (0.41) a-
’ . B M -
Non-educatfonal R . . . . : . . . s 7
Organizations . ’ (15.6) "= | 76 (100.0) 7 e . . _
N Educational ) ' J . ' . ) . . f
: . Organizations . 409 {84.3) - 134 (32.8) 1139 (34.0)} 11 (17.3)] 22 {5.4) 14 (3.4) 12 (2.9) 6 (Y..’a) 7(1.7) 1 (0.24) 8 1 {0.24}F 2 (0.50) >
. = ; 0 ¢ F— T
. , Bay Area Educational . ' N
' * Organizations 298 {61.4) 68, (22.8) | 94 (31.5)} 71 (23.8)} 22 {7.4) 14 (4.7) 12 (4.0) $ (2.0) 7 (2.3) 1, 1¢0.33vF 1 (0.33) 2 {0.67) .
- ' - - N .
< . - . . R B *
School Ofstricts 231 = (4773) 23 {10.0) 91 (39.3)] 68 (29.4)} 21 (9.0) 10 (4.3) 10 (4.3) 2 {0.86) 6 (2.6) ’ _
- . - . M . - N
. 1 County Offices of M > . , R . N
qucatlon 13 {2.6) — 1 {(7.1) - - 2 (15.4) 2 {15.4 4 (30.8) 1 (7.7) 1(7.7) (1.1) {7.7)
Institutions of Higher . . 5 ) -
Educatian . . 20" {4.1) 113 (65.0) | ,3 (35.0) 1 (5.0) 1(5.0) 2 (10.0) '
Y . " \ N ¢ + N ‘
oo Regearch & Development < - . . ' . . -
y Agencies 2 {0.41) 1 (50.0) A i : 1 (50.0})
Other £ducational ’ - . ' ' : - : B
s, Organizations 27 - {5.5) 27 (100.0) . P X . .
T - - g
Interorganizationsl : C . . ' . " . . . .
_Arrangements per se 5 (1.0} 5 {100.0) - . , . . . ) B
* . N v - . g‘ an , - ’ * . - - . 2l
- . * The 20 IHEs represent 35 percent of tha IHES .in the Bay Area caunties (excluding theqlogical seminaries, . ! * R
’ medical, 2nd 1aw schools). . . . o Lo : . o e
. . . ) i . : , . . - p
\ * . . , - ¢ -
. L ‘. ¢ . R ¢ . . )
- . j s ) ¢ . . .
_ 53 » C, .. : _
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. of 66 percent of the number of non-educationa] § compared to educa-
tional organizations participating in mu]tipie\arrangements.
D%Fa for ‘Bay gr/; educational agencies prov1des a potentially,
more accurate p)cture for patterns of participation frequency than do « .-
- ‘the data f/r'non Bay Area educational organizations. "This is the ' &
case s)mply because we col]ected no participation data on the 111-
‘ //noﬁ/Bay Area agencies beyond theis.membership in the 103 I0As J'
included in this study. Thus the frequency patternhs of organizational
participation are more accurate]y represented by Bay Area agencies.
.. Of, the 298 Qayf?gea-educationa]zagencies idgptifiedein$this study,
more than three”quarters_(77%) participated in tuo or more I0As.
However, oniy 65 (21%) participated in.nore than three arrangements.

As noted previously, all 231 schooi~districts in the 13 Bay Area .
counties\were participating in at lTeast @ne-I0A, and 203 (90%) were
participating in more than one I0A. These data strongly contradict
the frequent]y encountered assumption that school districts tend to be
o isolated,from one another and from other educational agencies.

. ' ~The pattern of frequent 10A participation by county offices is to
‘ be expected given their intermediate status and the many coordinating .
?unctions they are assigned - A1l but one of the 13 Bay Area county
; offices participated in five or more arrangements. By contrast, par-

y " ticipation in five or more I0As was minimal. among all other types of

- - Bay Area educational agencies. *

L3
L ¢ -

I0A Categories *~;) .
, \ . -
@ - Overview of Arrangements by Categories. Findings reported in th

section inc]ude: (1) the distribution of arrangements in each category -

~

!




e by level of the legal status of the I0A Ymandated} enabled, freestanaing);

{2) participation in the arrangement categories by the seven'organiza-

’ ‘tional types; (3) the combinations of organization types that shared I0A
membership, and (4) ,the number of member organizations by I0A categories.
Figure 4 displays the numd?ﬁ and percent of arrangements that occur
‘ in each category of arrangements an%saiso gives the total figures for
g IR I0As associated with each type of 1mprovement effort. Of the 103 I0As,

- 35 were mandatéd, 44-were enabled, and 24 were freestanding.. When we
N\

f Jook at the three major I0A categories, we see that over three quarters

(77%) of the mandated arrangements supported enabled 1mprovements, of .

, .o, L2,
L < v Lo e Q2

the 44 enabled arrangements the 1argest percentage, slightly less than

three quarters, supported mandated improvements. Fifty-eight percent ;

of ‘the 24 freestanding I10As supported freestanding improvement efforts.
Looking'at the fows of improvement effort‘categories, we see that

73 percent of the 44 mandated improcement efforts were supported by i |

enabled IQﬁs. For the 45 enabled improvement efforts, 27 (60%) were

supportied by I0As that are required (mandated) as part of the improve-

ment effort. All 14 treestanding improvement efforts were supported

by freestanding fOAs,

» ’ ¢ k - .
Participation in I0As by Type of Organizations. Table 6 summarizes

the extent of°participation of the various types of organizations in
the various ciasses of I10As. The distribution of the 103 10As by major
class and subclass is shown in the row labelled "Number of I0As." For
example, of the,103 I0As, 35 are classified as mandated I0As. Eight of
the 35 mandated I0As supported mandated improvement efforts, and the | -
remaining 27 supported enabled improvement efforts. Participation by

! organizational type is'dispiayed in the remaining rows of the table.

- -




FIGURE 4 .

DISTRIBUTION OF ARRANGEMENTS BY CATEGORIES OF
ARRANGEMENTS AND BY CATEGORIES OF IMPROVEMENT EFFORTS

r

.) -
. u -

>

' IMPROVEMENT - | . * ARRANGEMENTS ’
EFFORT . -
Total |- 1. MANDATED 1. ENABLED 111, FREESTANDING
103 (100.0%) 35 (34.0%) 44 (42.7%) : 24 (23.3%)
.ot T 1A, - LA R “T1I:A. L
' T I '
Total 327 (31.1%) Total 4  (3.9%) Total :
(72.7%) Col. 11 (16.7%) Col. III
. {9.1%) Row A

| A MANDATED
(72.7%) Row A .

44 (42.7%)
1.B. 11.B. | 1.8,
B. ENABLED 27 (26.2%) Total 127 (11.6%) Total 6 _(5.7%) Total
(77.1%) Col. 1 (27.3%)7Col. 11 (25.0%) Col. II1
45 (43.7%) (6Q.0%) Row B (26.7%) Row B (13.3%) Row B,
1.C. 11.C . 111.C.
C, FREE- ! Ny ) : 14 (13.6%). Total
- g STANDING . ' (58.3%} Col. 111
, (100.0%) Row C
., 14 (13.6%) .
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N
4
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TABLE 6

1

PARTICIPATION BY TYPES OF ORGANIZATIONS IN CLASSES AND SUBCLASSES OF yIPAs

&

. 4!
~ I0A Major Class - Mandated 10A Enabled [0A Freestanding 10A TOTAL
. . P Free- TOTAL
Mandated | Enabled TOTAL Mandated | Enabled TOTAL Manfated | Enabled Standing | Free- All .
I0A Sub-Class Improv. Improv. Mandated | Improv. Improv. Enabled |- Improv. Improv, Improv. Standing classés o
: 10As 10As 10As of 10As
Number of 10As 8 27 35 32 - 12 44 . 4 6 14 . 24 3|103
Type of Participating Organizations ;"' !
‘ ‘
- School Distriets 8 27 \35 3 12 . 44 4 1 6 11 = 90
X - -
County Offi'ces * 8 2 10 26 5 31 4 - 14 18 59

Institutions of ' ;

Higher Ed. - 14 14 3 5 8 - 2 2 4 2%
R&D Aeencies - 13 13 - - - - 5 -, 5 18
State D'epa'rtments I .

of Ed. - 1 1 - - - - 3 2 5 "6
Other Ed. . .y ' ]

0rganigations - - 7 - - 3 3 - 2 3 5 8
Non-Ed. } . .
Organizations - M- ‘2 - - - /- - " - 3 3 5

A



School Districts. One or more school districts participated in

all e1ght of the mandated I0As support1ng mandated 1mprovement efforts.
Read1ng across the remainder of the row for schoo] d1str1cts, we see
that school districts participated in all of the arrangements of every
subclass, excent for two categories. School digtricts pirticiﬁated in
one of the six arrangements in the freestanding I0A-enabled {mprovement
etfdrt subcldss and in stx{pf.the'14 arrangements in the/freestanding

‘ J0A-freestanding improvement effort subclass. School districts partigf‘
ipated in a total of 90 of the 103 arrangements. Considering that this
study focused on {pAs concerned with schopl‘1mprovement heaVy school
district part1c1pat1on would be expected:fiNevertheIess, it is remark-
able that school districts are represented in évery one of the arrange-
- ments for f1ve of the seven subclasses.

«

'County Offices. County offices were the next most heavily repre-

sented type of organization, participating in all eight arrangementsuinbﬁ

the mandated I0A-mandated improvement effort subclass; in all four of the .

A3

freestanding IQA-mandated improvement effort subclass of arrangements;

and in adl 14 of the arrangements i the freestanding I0A-freestanding
, improvement effort subclass. County offices were a]so members of 26 of the b
32 arrangements in the enabled 10A-mandated improvement effort subclass.
However, thex were found in hess‘than half (5 of 12) of the "enab}ed-
enabled",JOﬁs;'im only two pt 27 of the mandated IOA-enableditmprovement
r arrangements; and in none'of the six freestanding 10As supporting enabled
;imnrovéments. }he.county’dffice participation pattern is thusrpne in
“ which county offices tend\)o particfpate in all or mpst of the arrange-

ments of‘any major type that support mandated improvement or freestanding
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’
improvement efforts, but they are much less frequent participants

in arrangements that support eﬁablédoﬁmprovement efforts.

Other Organizations. The remaining types of*ofganjzations listed

in Table 6 are represented in far fewer ‘arrangements. Institutions

of higher education (IHEs) "are found in five of the seven subclasses of
arrangements. The1r heaviest representat1on Ts in 14 of the 27 mandateg

10A supporting enabled improvements (e.g., Teacher Corps). In contrast

to the county of fice pafze;h of being involved in 10Rs supporting maqr

qated improvements, the pattern for IHEs is to be involved in arrangee’/m;::>
ments supporting enabled improvements. This same pattern is exhibited

eVen more starkly by all the remaining types of organizations. R&D

agencies, state departments of education, other educatiqnal organiza-

tions, and non-edJ!gtional organizations were never found as members

of IOA; supporting mandated 1merovement efforfe; Their participation
was confined to I10As supporting either enabled or freestandief\improve-
ment ef%orts. , “

) Before ledving Table 6, it should be noted that mandated I0As
exhisit a-ﬁaitern of organizational participation that is sometimes

spelled out in the mandafing requirement. When the mandated I0A sup-.

- ports a mandated improyement effort, apparently only school districts °

and county offices of education are spe¢ified as the participants in

) , X
the mandated I0A. However, when the improvement effort is enabled, but

‘the I0A thaﬁ supports the effort is mandated, many other types of organi-

zations are spec1f1ed as required (or desirable) members of the arrange-
ment. For example, Teacher Corps projects involve districts and IHEs;

the Responsive Educétion Program involves districts and'an R&D agency;

oo,
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the Mathematics, Engineering, Science Achievemeﬁf (MESA) Program

involves distriqg§, IHEs} businesses, qu]iciagencies, and private
non-profit age;cies. . 3 ’

Particibatioh'ia“gnabled arrangements is primarily confined to
three types of organizations (school districts, county offices, and
occasiongﬂly in;t{tqtionﬁ of higher education). When freestanding
arrangements’ are examined{ we find the broadest range of types of
orgénj;atioﬁs represehted, but only for those supSorting enabled or

. ?rgest%nding_improyement ef?orts. )
Hence, it appears that it is the 1egafAstatus of the improvement
effort rather than the legal status of the I0A itself that most signif-
icantly gffectsvthe participation by types of <."acgan1'zat1'on§_.:b Specific-
ﬁlly, there were a total of 44 I0As that supeorted mandated improvements
(summed over the three major classes). School districts were found as
membekg of all 44 10As. County offices were found in 38 of the 44 (86%).

t ~
, However, aside from IHEs that were found in three of the 44 (7%), no other

. ;d§ype oﬁ o}ganﬁzation pérticipated in any arrangement supporying mandated
improvements. By contrast, if the imﬁrovement was enabled (45 I0As}),
every one of the eight types of organizations was found in at least some.
o of the I0As supporting these enabled improvement efforts. Finally, if
the imprgvemenf effort was freestanding, at least six of the seven types
of organizatibns were found as participants jn these supporting I0As.
We thus conclude that there is a marked difference in the policy
" . that mandates, enables, or permits the creation of I0As. If the improve-
ment ‘efforts are mandated, the policy seems to take a narrow view that

" results in only school districts and county offices‘parficipating in the
+ r .

3
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- ,
\ﬁ@isupporfing-IOA, refixdless of the legaFC%tatus of the I0A itself. How-

ever, if the improvement effort is enabled or freestanding, tne policy’

)

~ seems to"favor participation by a broad variety of different types of _
agencies. More specific examples of these policy differences will be

presented in the section of this report describing each subtype of I0A.*

-

Participation im I0As: Organizational Combinations Classified by

Major I0A Categories. Twénty different combinations of organizational
. ,

types were found among the 103 I0As. Their frequency and percentage of

occurrence are shown in Table 7 as they appeared across all I0As and in
each major I0A category. Schoo] district and county office of education
cooperation accounted for 39 of the 103 I0As, the largest single combin-'
~ation. Although school districts and research and deve10pment agencies
rank second in frequency as a combination, with 13.0f 103 arrangements,
it should be noted that oniy two of these I0As invoived districts within
the Bay Area; in' the other 11 10As, the school districts involved ‘in
the I0A are located outSide the state. The third highest ranking coniL
bination is a tie’Eetween I0As in which only school districts partici- .
pated (12) and LOAs composed of school districts and THEs (12). Tbgether
these‘four highest-ranking comb;nations (i.e., districts alone, districts
and county offices, diStricts and R&D agencies, districts and IHEs)

accounted for weli over half (61%) of a]] I0A organizationai memberships.

N . = :

L4

~ * Data on the source of the mandate and enablemént (federal, state,
etc.) for both arrangements and improvement. efforts alsp will.be
“included in examples. Some of these combinations were of sufficient -
compieXity to warrant more detailed explanation. than seemed appro—
priate in this census section. '

P
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., . TABLE 77 -, S
{ “ y . o ¥ «
pRGANIZAIIONAL COMBINATIONS BY MAJOR CLASSES OF ARRANGEMENTS |
. . . & ¢ . - . '
/- , .
! . : N - < .
. B ST - . | S — 11 T - . - ¢
' o L .| Mandated Enabled -Freestanding *f, = TOTAL *
LA X , Arrangements Arrangements Arrangements .4 4 ° -
. ’ s R No. % by No. |* % by , No. % by No. % Le
- v " ) Organgtwnal Combmatlons* class - b class class .
@ | Tozal Number of' Arrangements 35 | B 44 ' 24 ) -1 103° . T ' o
e ¥ |s-co ) 17 ] 200 ] 28 | (ss) ) 8] (33) | 39| (38) ’
- AN . » o B 8 a B F 4.
Y. o |sD - R8D N - 13 (37) 4 - - - - 134 ( “To
. SO - IHE 11 (31) 1. (02) - - }2 (12)
SD ‘only 1 | 3 | i Ty - - 12 | (12)-
. %-co-HE ST 1 (03) I I 00 O B BN 6 s} | .
. .. - . N N - . ,
‘¢ |R&D . SOE - - . - - 3 ",L'(ls) ~31 (),
. « N B R g a2’
« £0 - SDE o T - -t - , 2 +(08) 2 | (02) .
* |co - Other £d P - - -1 - 2_| (08) 21 )} .. -
‘g |C0 - Non Eg SN BTN ol 2 | o(os) 2] (02) R
- . *{SD - CO - IHE - Other Ed ) - 2 ) 1 \(02) ! (045 ) 2 '02)
, “F ) " — -
L SO - IME - SDE -"Other Ed - [* 'l (03) L LI DA R I 1] (01)
e Non Ed ' S '
R -* . . v A Z s ~. “\.
,.,SD-YH’E-NonEd-CO .l' (03). - ﬁ- s~ - - - 1 (Ols '
" * 5D - IHE - Othes Ed ' - S (N - 1| (@F ' i
~ S , ] ] . . » V.
: SD™- CO - Other Ed S TR e § O B (/)5 BTN BRI B O B (0]
™~ . . . s i
+ | 50" & Other Ed : 2 BTN - - 1 | (04) 1] (01) ’
Ll * . . . * '] . M R L. “ B -
|y N - : 1.0 1] qen)
. ' o - IHE r > _ ’ . - o L' .’ t -“ . 1 . (045 ’ 1 (w e s
|0 -.50 sibGyEd - * - . - e |- 1| (04 1oy
. vt . "l N % * ¢ .. 5 4
S T R&D e - Y - .. -l - 1.7 (04) 1] (1))
O] J_E-OtherEd) o R B -], - 1 (04) 1] (03) ‘
. ¥
‘ T NOTE., SD = Schoo! districts; CO = County Offices; IHE = Institutions of Higgher Education,.
. ' .t SDE = State Department of Education; R&D = R&D Agencies.
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Another way of viewing the combinations s in terms of the number -

4

of organizaggonai types that share I0A membership; Only districts and

county gffices participated in 10As made up exciuSiveiy of their own

3 v

: types (12" of the ‘I0As were composed exclusively of districts and one’

- C N I0A was composed‘exciuszve]y of county offices)\‘ A1l other organiza-

'9 ~ - tional types shared memhership with one or more of the other types of \

<

.ot organization. There were 76 arrangements with only, two types of
e 'organizat}onS° three I0As were composed of three. types of organizations /

three IOAs included four~types and one I0A contained five of the seven
s, types of organizations. ‘ . - - A
'.9
. Among the 35 mandated arrangements thsee combinations of types

. were prominent§@school !hstricts and R&D agenéies (37%.of all_mandated:
arrandements) ; schoolldistricts and IHEs (31%); and school districts
( and county ‘officds (20%). Seven different combinations‘of types of
. organizations occurred in this €ategory. ‘Among the 44 enabled arrange- i‘ .

.
-
« .- "

nts, the most frequent combination was school districts and county "\

-

. offices (55% of all-enabled arrangements), foiiowed by school districts

{,' T oniy‘(ZS%)} and school districts; county offices, and IHEs (11%) . d
Again, there were_seven combinations of types of organizations found n‘.'f -? e
4 : .

“_ 1\\1n-th15 category of arrangement. However, among the 24 freestanding /
arraggements, there were 12 different combwnations of types of organim - s '
- zatiozs, with the most frequent combination being schoo] distrigts and | .
coUnty of fices (33% of alT freestand'nglﬁrrangeMents) ‘—‘., L : -. b .
‘ We thus see that when interorganizationai arrangements are classi- * .
- figd by.the legal status of the arrangement itself, it is‘slilgpabied '

% -

- ~ . e . . .
class of arrangements that displays the least diversity of organiza-

> . r

.o tional types.- Fully 80 percent of all enabled arrangements are

. . N
qA' ‘> )P B .. . O . . ) . R ('




represented by only two combinations: distnfcts and county’ offices,

and schoo]odistricts alane. Mandated arranéements display only slﬁghtly
more diversity. Here‘the two most preva]ent combfnations account for
* 68 percent of the’ 10As; how/yer, the three most preva]ent organ1zat1onal
comb1natrons account for 88 percent of ali the mandated arrangements.
_The greatest d1vers1ty is found among the freestanding arrangements
where even the f1ve most frequent comb1nat1ons of types of organ1zat1ons
) st111 accoqn%*for on1y 71 percent of the freestand1ng arrangements. .

' Part1c1pat1on in IOAs Organlzat1ona1’Combrnat1ons Class1f1ed by .

Type of Improvement Effort “Supported. | In Tab]e 8 the same 20 cqmb1na—

t1ons of organ1zat1ons.are c]ass1f1ed By the legal status ‘of the 1mprove-l

ment effort that the 10A supports. The ordering of the comb1nat1ons of

~

types of organ1za%1ons and . the data in the tota] column are 1dent1ca1

L] »
e

-

to. those in TabTe 7.

OnJy three comb1nat1ons of organizations “are found among the 44
v

IOAs that supported mandated 1mprovement efforts, and 34 of these I0As -

"\

(77%) consist of the combination of school districts and county of fices. '

Seven moré_of these arrangements (16%) consist of school d1str1cts on]y.

~

The rema1n1ng three of the arrangements involve school d1str1cts, county
"offices, and IHEs. .o T ~"T\ ‘
offices, TN

The enabled 1mg;7vement efforts d1sp1ay the greatest diversity in

number of comb1nat1ons of grgan1zat1ons, with 14 comb1nat1ons 1n all.

’ .

-Here the most frequent‘comb1natﬁ§E§schoo] districts and R&D agenc1es,
accoungslfor onl*&29 percent of the arrangementsg' Two third® of the:

'ffOAs supporting enabled‘improvement efforts are of ~one of threge combfn—

attons-, d1str1cts and R&D agenc1es (29%), d1str1cts and IHEs (27%) .

:or d1stricts only (11%). ° A
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TABLE 8

ORGANIZATIONAL COMBINATIONS BY THE TYPE OF IMPROVEMENT EFFORT ‘ '
' *+ THE ARRANGEMENTS SUPPORT - - .

“

. ' ) ¢

, ‘ | ‘\Handat:d. . Enagﬂled F’re;ganding TOTAL )
‘ . rrorte | ifeerent | Inprovenent =
' I ho. | .% by | Wo. % by No. % by No. -7
. Organizational Combinations -J.class . class class .
. ’ Total Number of Arrangements | °44. ’ | 35 | * 14 . 103 ) .
o -0 ' w | on |7 l(oz) 4 | (29) { 39| (38)
-+ |so- e ' .o e 13 ey - . 13 | (13) .
SD - IHE ) - - 12 en | - - - 12 | (12)
SD only . "7 | (e s | -1 - 12 | q2)
.Y < *"Iso’- co - 1nk . 3 (07) 3 | (e - - 6 | (06)
' i RED - SDE . -] 3 ‘(0.7) s T ey
| co - soE . 3 - e 2 | (14) 2 | (02)
'C0 - Other Ed . 2 - l. = 2 (14)0 21 (02) R
- CO_- Hon Ed . : - - 1l 2| qae | o2l y
SD- CO - IME - OtherEd . | - | ' . 1 | 1| e | 2]
. . ) hd ) ‘ J o “
‘ SD - IHE - SDE - Other Ed - | - | . - 1| .- A 1o+ -
Non Ed N — ' : )
" | SD - IHE - Non-Ed - €O - - 1 1] (02 - - 1]-(o1) | °
$D © JHE - Other Ed P - ] :(g)z) o 1] oy B B
' SD-CO‘;OthefEd 4 - ‘- ) N Aoy [
€0*Only ‘ ] - - - -3 ] o ) : 1] (o1)
: . . |Co - IHE ; .- - - N I W (1) Sy | o : ‘
. |0 - IHE ' D - ‘Other Ed [ - 1 | 2 | - 11y
e e “ €O - SD - NonEd _ - ‘. - ] (o2) ' 1. (97') 1-F'401) "
’ © VolRD - IHE - S R W (7N T PP W I )5 .
{res - 1he £ other £d - - 1] o) ] - - 41y -
/‘ ; '1 - Hoté. SD = Schbol districtsy €O - Coun!x Offices; IHE » Ins‘tlitutions of Higher Education;

, SOE = State Departmenthof. Education; R&D » R&D Agencies.
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. The 14 IOAs guppo}ting freestanding improvement efforts are not as.

diverse as the I0As supporting enahled improvement efforts, having only
. eigﬁt different combinations. But in this instance tHe three most fre-
quept'cqmbinations support 57 perceﬁt of tﬁé freestanding improvement
®efforts, and the four most' frequent combinations support 71‘percent of
the effor%s.
We thus find some marked differences in~the variety of combina-
tions of types.of ordganizations that gnter:into arrangements'designed
to support different classes of.scho] 1mﬁ;ovement efforts. If the
improvement effort i§ mand;ted, ihe chances are greater tpan nine in 7/, -
10 thatlfhe arrangements will consist either entirely of school dis-- i
tricts or of schgo] distric;s and cbunty offices.of educaEion. AtItQéa
same “nine in 10"“¥&vel, we are likely to find at least seven differ-
ent.combinations;of brganizétions supporting freestanding school J .
improveﬁeﬁt efforts, ahd 10 or.more different combinations: supporting

enabled school improvement efforts.

Participation in I0As: Geographig Proximity. Aﬁother‘pattern of -

participa§$ was\reflected in the geographic diﬁ%@qsion or concentra-

+
’

tion of IOA members. Of the 103 arrangements, 64 were intra-county

I0As (i.e., they involved only organizations that are located within

the same county). jggggrcounEy arrangements, those with members from

more'thad qpe county, tota]éd 24, Of those 24, two thirds-(16) fnvo?ved"

brganizatiqn§ on]y }n Bay Area counties, usua]l; cbntiguous counties; i
. The remainder (8) were equally divided between 10As that included agen-

cies in non-Bay Aréﬁ counties contiguous to the séudy area, and-those .

organizations in counties not contiguous to the study area. The other P
g @5’

’

. L] .)
. ; '] J M
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15 arrangements were interstate arrangements (i-e., they included at
least oné member in another state). Thus we note that I0A membership
was heavily concentrated among geographically proximate organizations,
with 80 percent of the arrangements involving either intra-county or

Y

i - cont’iguous inter’-county membership.

- ' Participation in I0As: Size of Arrangements. In TabTe 9 the

P . 0“
range of I0A size is shown for ;he tota]rof I0As, for each major I0A

class, for the seven_subclasses, and for subtotals across school
1moroz\db

nt sﬁbqlasses. The full range of I0A sizes was éxt(emely
lJ’ - . ‘ v
broad, ranging from two to 93 participating organizations. Just under

RN

W

70 percent of the I0As had fewer than 10 member organizations, with 48°
¢ ‘ '
I0As having two to foyr members and 24 having five to.nine members.

. In general, the larger I0As :were in.the enab]ed and freestanding
rarrangement categorjes; and within the enabled 10A categony,;;EUWarger

arrangements were ‘in the. subclasses of mandted improvements And free-

> &

standing 1mpr9vements. _
’ . When size of I0A ?s consider;d in terms of the type of improve;Ent

effort supported,'we'see a marked’difference: ’32 of the 45 IQAs sup- . '
porting enaﬁ]ed-imgroVement efforts (71%) contained four or fewer organ-
izations, while only 12 of tRe 44 10As supporting mandated improvement .-
efforts (27%)'were’this small. On the other hand, a few of the .I0As |

o - supaorting enab]ed'impnOVements were re]a;iveiy large (four éf the I0As . .
supporting'enabled idproveménés contained more thah 30 organizatiods,
but only one of the I0As supporting mandated 1mprovements was th1s

'
large) However, this latter difference involves only a small portion

ot of the I0As. In genera] the I10As support1ng mandated 1mprovements

- . . \
- 4
’ ¢ ¥ . .

2, v 0 \ N '

~l1‘
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. TABLE 9 : ‘

-

SIZE .OF ARRANGEMENTS BY ARRANGEMENT CLASS S

. -

Number of Member Orgdnizations A
Total '
. Arrange-
o ments 2-& 5-9 | 10-14 | 15-19 | 20-24 | 25-29 | 30-34 | 35-39 | 40-44 | 56-60"| 93
Arrangement Cla3s . ]
Total . 103 "a8 | 24} 9 2 7 4 2 2 2 2 1
1. Handated Arrangements - 35 a3 24 5 2 - 1 1 1 - - ~ - 1
1.4, Mandated lmA‘covement 8 1 ? 2 - s 1 1 -‘ ~ - - - -
__1.B. Enabled lsorovement 27 231 2|7 : - - I /}} - 1
11, Enabled Arrangements 44 i6 | 13 3 i2 5 ° 2 - 2 \ g - -
11 A; Handated lmprovement ° ., |° 32 “ul nf s 2 3 1 - 1 > - -
11.B. Enabled Improvement 12 s| 2 . - 2 1 R 1 - -
111. Freestanding Arrangements 24 8 6 4 . - 1 .1 1 - 1 2 -e
111.A. Mandated Imfrovement 4 - 1] 2 - - 1 - - - - -
_1i1.8. Enabled Improvement 6 4 2 - - - - - - - - -
‘ 111.C. Freestanding Improvement 14 4l 3 2 - 1 [ - 1 - 1 2 -
= ) -
% '
Subclasy A & B Subtotals
_A._Mandated Improvement 44 12 15 71 2 4 2 |- 1 ) - -
B/ Enabled Improvement " s, 2] 6| - - 2 1 ] | 1 . 1
//C. Freestanding Improvement 14 4 3 2 - 1 - 1 - 1 2 1

[ Badd

¢ a T




tended to be much ]argér than the I0As sqppdrting enabled improvements.*

Between-County Differences 7

Examination of between-county differences in I0A activity revealed
several findings §ummgrized in Table 10. First, the nﬂmber of 10As
in which organizations within each county participated covers a broad
range--from 25 10As in Santa Cla;a and San Frgnéisco Counties to seven
in San Benito éounty;' However, within this range nine of the counties
“had 10 or féwer IOAs.

Sespnqiaggth the exceptions of Santa Cruz and San Joaquin Counties,
the number of 10As in which organizations in each county participated /
tended to be associated with thg.population and public school‘enro]]pent
in the county. In general, the counties with larger popu]a%ions and
larger public school enrollment$™also had the larger numbers of I0As.
This tendency is consistent with the Hood and Btackuell (1979) findings
" that size of population and school enrollment are the most consistent . ,
pred{ptors of ggggpal\educationa] gnowledge production, dissemination,
and uti]izationi%KEDuf activities. In other words, and very broadly ) .
sﬁeaking, countywide'IOA act{vity appearsrto follow general KPDU activ-, |
o ity wh%gb appears to follow levels of/pppulation and publiF school
enrollment. ', , ‘ - .

¢~ To, the extent that popu]aﬁioﬁ'ané'enkollment tevels reflect or stand

as<;;::}e§ for availability of educational rgsourcé§ jn general, it appears .

Le
e . . "
r 4 ]
»
9

B,
4 ¥

*- The size distribution for I10As %upporting freestanding improvements
is based. on only 14 I0As.and is thus too small to provide reliable
contr This distribution is much 1ike the distribution for the
I0As supporting mandated arrangements. e o

¢
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TABLE 10

BETWEEN COUNTY DIFFERENCES IN IOA ACTIVITY

1 \
- ' 4
¢
2 "D wd
[+, — L CcCwv < c "
[ond (] [T = o3 <
[«] - OO0 Q| O -1} o > >
[~ £ 4 Ol O &) S o - @
3] GRS U 4 "3 [ 4 c Y Yo
3 8o [5581°5,.8| 58| 528 |58 |5z
~ U~ e Qe QO L o | S ¥} O | a7 ]
— >~ — GJ.::-:-J Uggz gmb wEm U;m U;m
. a RS g’&:.ﬁ o) P B2 B8L I B8E
[«] IO cLrolocerm g Q) e~ 0 I cO IO
~ a [T Z O |Z~0a 4 -Y~] = ot = e
p— -
e ——
Santa Clara 1,227,500 258,383 25 18 3-8 | .21 4
San Francisco _ 658,700 63,098 25 6* 6* 1 9 15
Alameda -4.1,101,900 192,438 19 S 1-6 7 11 1
- San Mateo 585,100 96,042 13 12 | 1-4 10 4 )
. X
Contra Costa 613,400 1274153 10 7 2-5 3 7
Sonoma . 271,600 * 51,385 9 6 "1-3 5" 4
- . 3 R
Solané 208,300 41,125 "9 J 6 3-4 2" 7
Santa Cruz 173,900 29,535 9 9 2-4 4 5
San Joaquin . 313,700 62,808 8 7 2-' .2 6 -
Monterey 275,000 50,513 8’ 8 1-3 3 | s
Marin 200,900 37,408 8 .| 7 1-3 4 4
Nap# 94,000 6,3 | 8 | 7 | 35 | 3 5
» ~ .
San Benito : 21,400 5,010 7 5 1-2 7

o

'y

* There is a single district fgr the eity and county of San Francisco,

/
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that collaboration occurs-more frequently in areas which have greater

®

resources and less frequently in areas which have fewer resources.

Since one frequently cited benefit of collaboration is extending or

taboration. .As several interuiewdrespondents pointed out, in
take advantage of such col]aborat1on, Qrganlzat1ons must have some
s]ack_resources. In partlcu]ar, the;.nust have at least one staff =
member who can serve as the organizational representative. . Usua]]y -
such an assignment adds to rather than replgces the representative's -
existing responsibilities. Organizations with the greaﬁhst need to
extend their general resourcee ‘may also be the ones that have ]ees . .
staff and therefore time ava1]ab1e for part1c1patlon. .
Third, most of the county off1ce9 of education were participating
in two thirds or more of the tota] number of IO0As in.the county. The
exceptlon n San Franclsco can be—partvally accounted for by the fact
that the city and county d1str1cts are comblned in a single unit.
Fourth, and aga1n very genera]]y, school district part1c1patlon in
IOAs tends to be associated with the number of IOAs in which other
’ - county organizations participate. The larger the total number of IOAs * ’
in which other county organizations participate, the larger the number
of I0As per district in terms of-the range of frequency. ) ‘ .
'rifth, in counties Where there is a larger total number of IOAs, .
. there is also a larger number of intra-county I0OAs. As a corrollary, in

counties where there is a smaller total number of I0As, there is a,

greater number of inter-county I0As. i ’

~

-

¢
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Summary ,

'IOA Categories. A ta\al of 103 interorganizational arrangehents
'wehe Zdentified within the 13-county stédy area. The arrangements were
grouped'in three major categories--mandated, enabled, and freestanding--
according‘to the legal status of the arramgement itself. Each of these
categories was then further divided into subelasses by the type of
-improvement effort--mandated, enabled, and freestan@ing--supported by
the I0A. This established nine hossib]e subciasses of arrangements
and improvement efforts. No arrangements were found for two of the
subc]as:es: 1) mandatéd I0A supporting a freestanding imhhovement
‘ effort and 2) enabled I0A support1ng a freestanding 1mpr‘—~;Lnt effort.

For mandated and enabled IDAs, over three quarters of the arrange-
ments fell into the subclass that supported the opposite class of
improvement effort. That is, most mandated I0As support enabled
1mprovement efforts, and most enabled I0As support mandated 1mprovement
efforts. Over ha]f’bf all th“50As identified belonged to one of the
‘ four subc]asses in which there was joint external influence, neneated .\
or enab]ed, on both the I0A itself and the school improvement effort ’
the 10A supported. I0As based on mandate or enablement of the I0A
itse]f_gf of the improvement effort they-supported accounted for 86
percent of all I0As. Only 14 pehcent of the I0As were freestanding
ahrangements supporting treestanding’improvement efforts. We thus see'
that some form of externa] stimulus s1gn1f1cant1y affects the formatign

>

of-the great’maJor1ty of alt these school 1mprovement IOAs. :

0rgan1zat1ona1 Part1c1pat1on ;n‘IOAs. Drganl;at1ons participating’

ih'IOAs totaled 485. Saxteen percent were non~educationa1 agenc1es, each

of which participated in on]x ohe arrangemeﬁt.' "The educat1ona1 agenc1es




/

-

63

O

(84% of a]l‘part{cipating organizatioﬁs) pere giouped in seven organiza-

tional types: school districts, county offices of education, institu- .

tions of higher education, research® and development agencies, state .

departments of education, other educational ageﬁcies, and I0As per se. .
School districts and coun;y offices were %he most frequent partic- ' |

ipants in I0As. Districts participatéd in 90 arrangements distributed

throughout all seven subclasses of 10As. Moreéver,_gll of the arrange-

ments in each of five I0OA subclasses had at least one participating

PR

_5chool district. County offices were represented in 59 I0As. They -
participafed in all of the freestanding 10As supporting freestanding

improvement efforts and in most of the I0As supporting mandated improve-

LY

ment efforts. The predominance of .district and éounty'office participa-
tion in I0As seems attributable to the nature of improvement efforts in

general and to the functional relationsh{p between districts and county
[ 4

offices. By definition, most school -improvement activities occur at

& the district .or building level In addition, most federal and state
improvement pplicies are targeted (whether mandated or enabled)rlo that
levels Thus, it shoyLd not be surprising to find thdq most collabora-
tion for impﬁovemént occurs among the organizations required or enabled
to impréve. Coqpty office participation can be accounted for as a

\\ ) . logical extension of the service and toordination functions they are

assigned in. order“to support local districtk within.their areas. °

/

Of «the other organizational types, only IHES were represented in

as mény as five of the seven supclasses of IOASJ However, they apﬁEEred
in only 26 of the 103 arrangements’and wé;g represented most heavily in
mandated arrangements supportih{; enab]e-c? in‘rb.rovement effort.s. (R&D agen- . g
Fies were represented only in arrangements supportfgg'en?b]ed‘improVement i
. . P - .

~ PR . . .
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,efforts; The concentrated participation of IHEs and R&D agencies in
;rrangements supporting enabled improvemenﬁ%fééﬁmgéfsbehﬁﬁative]y
attributed to the nature and functions of these Orgqnizational types.
Although both types of organizations can and often do.have seryice
components, direct service or suppori of school.jmprdvemeqt efforts is
not a major purpose or function in eithqr IHEs or educational R&D
agencies. In IHEs, the major focus is teaching and reseéfch.> Service
activities, in general, are usually carried out by individual faculty
as individuals rather than as o%ficia] representatives of the institu-
tion. The major focus of most R&D agencies, as their label indicates,
is on research and dévelopment activities (although the R&D .may be oﬁ .
“improvement efforts). Not surprisingly, intraorganizational resources
are likely to be focused primarily, or almost exc]us%ve]y, on the majer
fqnctions. Résources for almos; any other activitie% or functions must
come from external sources. Ih‘addition, most R&D agencies depend on
external re;ouﬁces (e.g., graﬁts and qpntract;) for almost all their

work. Thus collaboration with’any other organizations for any purpose

is 1ikely to occur only. if the collaborative activity is externally

supported. , ) S s

4

- Participation Fre&uengxl A majority of the orgaqizatfbns identified

\

parti;ipaggd in, two.,or mqre.EOAs. Over three fourths of the educational

s . . L ..
organ1zif1ons in the Bay Area were membgrs of at least two IOAs, primarily
- . J

- ~ . - » .
_ becduse of the agtive Tnvolvement of school district[ and county offices.
0

Al1eBay Area districtéabbﬁti;ipated\jn at least one MOA, and 90 percent

E -
were members of twp or more I0As. A1l but one of the county offices in

4

~
*
\

the Bay Area participated in at least five I0As.

+
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.7 / oL Comb1nat1ons of 0rgan1zat1ona1 Classes.ﬂfAmong the 103 arrange-

‘ ments, 20 d1fferent combinations of types of organlzat1on§ were found. .

. B Only school d1str1cts and county off1ces were included ih more than’ .

— e
ha]f of these organ1zat1ona] comb1nat1ons. The comb1nat1on'of schobl - =

districts ane county off1ces accounted for almost 40 percent- of the : « e '

10As. Near]y—three fourths of all.10As were made - up of ode of these o

»

- four como1nat1ons. -school d1str1cts on]y, d1str1cts and county off1ce§

-

d1str1cts -and IHEs, and d1str1cts dnd R&D.agenciess R - Lot

* Mandated arrangements tended to fpﬁolve districts work1ng w1th

.
+

e1ther R&D agenc1es, IHEs, or county offices. Most of the enab]ed Ry

arrangements were composed of either districts and county off1ces or , ' e

i '

~school d1str1cts alone. °The most frequent comb1nat1on of organizations . v
in freestanding arrangements consisted of schoo] d1str1ctS'and county

offjces. i ’ . ) - . -
Geographic Proximity. Most agenc1es collaborat1ng in an I0A were

, located e1ther-1n the same county or in contlguous countﬁes. This f1nd-
>

a

ing may be associated w1th the high dens1ty of human and organizat1ona1
popu]atlon~1n the. study area: there are a greater number of” organlza- <
tions available for co]]abOratl\n than mould be aua11ab1e in less . .
U dense]y popu]ated areas and thus, it is seldom necessary to reach
v beyond thfse geograph1c .boundaries.. If this sis the case, we~wou]d

> - »
,expect S m1lar patterns of geograph1c part1c1pat1on only in states or*f N -

L

-

subgtate” reg]ons with s1m1{arﬁpopu1atlon‘dens1ty. ( . BN
An a)ternative or add}tional possibi]ity fs that educationa]‘organ-

:;. »‘“1j1;ations, especially school districts, within'the same"county ser;e cli-

_ entele that are similar in their social, economic and political charac- -y

teristics. To the exteit that this is the case, 1t seems - loglcal that

’
- ri

. * B < v,
. W ‘ .
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R - organ1zat1ons 'shquld more fngquent]y work 31th o‘ther organ1zations that
SR ) _
are soma] 1y, poHot1ca1 ly, aod cu‘rtura] ly as weH a5 geograph1ca] ly' - a P
P . v . . - L
- _ "*cTose. ’ o _ : ~§' . ‘ .
ST o oo .- o 3/“ - .
o Size of Arrangements». Most of, the IOAs.had fewe¥ than 10 member' ¢ .~
. Kie |
’ orgamzatrons. almost half had two’ to four members ‘and nearly one - - .7 ‘

t 4

quarter had five to nine members. Again we must speculate about the-. L

- 6 4 . n

» " reasons for this pattern.. with a large number of organizations avai'l- v
JULoe O * .
ab\e for coHaborat1on w1th1n the area (and within most counties), the

“«
»
]

size of arrangements is notaT1m1t‘ed by availability constra1nts.c. It ) >
s o - . i o
_ seems more hkely that log1c, or pr1or exper1ence, or even. instinct >

\ have suggested that @re work can be accomphshed more effectweTy
2

W NN awhe!r'there are fewer hnes f commun1cat10n and. fewer resource sources S
- " .

' to be coord1nated. . S A ;]
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Policy Im'p"lications - . . - .- T

. ) . The IOA census- data 'suggest veral ppi'nts. t.hat may be of .interest
. . . ~ P - - ~ . * 4 \ Y

e ‘ to pohcymakers. . : _.,-’ S - o N )
N - 1 - . -

N

-' . ’ 1. At least m these 13 San Franc1seo Bay Area count1es, 1nter-
A+ % Y v % ,
k ' er"gamzatwnal arrangements supportmg schoo] 1mprovements"are a . ’

ub1quitous reahty. Ever'y schoo] district and every county off1ce \ -,

f ? -of educat1on in th1s area wWas a member cf at reast\)one arrangément. .
_“ Co 3 Agn .

K Nsxhety percent of The 231 schoo] d‘lStl"'ICtS partic1pated in two or more -

o . )

a,r‘%gements, and 12’ .of the 13 countSl off1ces part1c1pated in f1ve or > - .

h more arrangements. F1ve other typesmf educat1ona] d nonweducatnona!?A . ’

- LRI ] -v"- . ~

o ’Ql”gaWatwns %ere also repnesented*, aWhough part1c1pat'ion was Lot s S

- s

¥ "freq.uentty conf1ned to ﬁ“nvo]vement 1n"3on1y one or a few IOAs.. Ty . T

f
. * Y -
. . 8 -
e, ’ . ¢ ‘ . . - . .
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c L . ("2 ;o .
'?. " 2. Educationa] agencies collaﬁorateoin forma]“tnterorganéiational.
: d ' . arrangements most often when there is some external st1mu1us -via mandate :
e or enablement that affects the I0A itself, the 1mprovement effort it |
* supports, or both. ' ' ' 1 ro
< 3. Partiquation b}‘tfpe of organization is protound]y a%fected
by'the status of/the school improvement effort that is supported by the
arrangemeht. ScRool districts and county of fices tend to be’ v1rtua11y
the on]y members of mandated arrangements support1ng mandated 1mprove-
ments.' But yhen a mandated arrangement supports%an enabled. improvement
= effort there is typ1ca11y a broad range of types of organ1zat1o\§ that
*f;my part1c1pate. As we shall see jin the next chapter, much of thﬂs3

d1ﬁference is traced to the locus of ‘the st1mu1us (federa], state,

local, or, some combinat1on) and to the predom1nant phi]osophy and ;/

strategy beh1nd the mandating or enabling progrﬂhnﬁﬁijcy. ,f fi j 7 .
S ; “» - : el
* 4. Educationa1°organ1zat1ons form IOR!Ww1th other agenc1es that
2 " .

. -~

-are,geographically close. Usually I0A members are located in the same

county or in contiguous gounties;‘—ﬁerhaps partially for this reason,v'

"y most 10As tend to have.fewer than‘TO'member organizations."Congerse1}}
-an apparent preféerence for smaller Size-may influence part1c1pat1on

primari]y ‘of geograph1ga11y proxfmate o;;an:;at1ons. As. we shall see, -

. JNs’rze of the arrangement compos1t1on of the arrangement by typesgof .

» organizat1ons participating, and the 1ocus and,pature of external. stim- .

1 ‘u]us a]l affect the LQA stricture,, governanc:, activities, and optcomes.j;:

K ' These podnts ‘wil be ekamined in greater detail in the fo1low1ng sec-

tion, which' prov1des desc?1ptton oOf arrangements in 911 the subc]asses.
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o .. - 7 IV. ‘COMPARISONS -OF CHARAC-TE'kISTIcs OF T0A TYPES

L
'GO

< - -
< . 4 .

Mis sect1on prov1des summary compar1sons of the seven types of

q_:;f arrangements accord1ng to the f1ve d1mensaons of the analyt1c framework

and the re}atlona] properties assdciated w1th’each d1mens1on. The i . -
summary compar1sons are drawn from detailed descr1pt10ns of each type g

-of IOA wh7ch are 1nc1uded.as an appendax to th1s report.' As Tab]e 11

shows we have used g s1ngle ordered code (h1gh nnd1um3 ]ow5 wherever % SR

¥,

8 posswb]e*to s1mg}1fy comparisonsiacross the 10A types. D1st1nqt1ons . .

. amdng the three leve]s are explamed 1n the d1scuss1on of each d1men0
i

¢: e‘f1rst 1s~that for both the summary comparrsons and the detailed . v
.--‘v"v : destr1pt1ons, the focus is on the‘%ore character1st1cs of the type of

"< * arrangement and variation acposs or between he types rather, than on
[ : w

— 51on md prOpenty4.as are the meanlngs and.dtstinottons4xithe nem%njir—m—~—-—'~

codes., Infmost cells, a single labe] has been used to characterize .
g N
a11 or most of the IOAs being compared within that cell. ,However, ¢

in some 1nstances there«was a suf \ ange among the I10As on a

4 -

. 7

A s]1ghtly predom1nant tendency 1n that d1rect on (e.g., med1um-h1gh, o

.
7’

: h1gh~med1um, ]ow—med1um) e '} ‘ -
. _ %

S ~\' Two poqnts shou]d be Emphas1zed 1n adva of the d1s0uss1ons. .

t

deta1ls ‘and var1at1on within the types. ,The intent is to give an ' o

I overa]J p1cture or sense of each type ofll0A rather than to 1mpart

-

details about 1nd1v1dua] arrangemchts. ' o -«
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. T - . " Type of [0A (103 Totall- N X ,
. : B T. Mandated IUR (35] 7 TT. Enabled TUA [34] . 111. Freestanding I0A (&)~ .
DIMENSIONS | RELATIONAL PROPERTIES A. (8) B. (27)™ A. (32) B. (12) -A. (4) B. (6) | - € 14) .
- Mandated - Enabled Mandated ¢ Enabled’ Mandated Enabled " | Ffbestanding [ - ~ ‘
. . L Improvement | Improvement | Improvement | Improvement Improvement | Improvement | Improvement
e N . . - . - : ' .
. |- ~ ] State pro-. )Federal & Federal & Federal & State | Federal 4 Member
HISTORY Circumstances that gram and- o | state pro- state ‘pro- state pro- tegislation | program grganizdtions
: " | led to 10A . requirement | grams grams.& " | grams C, AR L
Y v . | Foundations,] legislation ‘ ’ .
L, - | businesses . ) i
-~ * . ) !
i ) " | Enduring Tpénsitory Enduring Transitory Enduriqg" Trangitory Trangitory .
N CONTEXT Cooperative Environ- - - -
o ment: support for . - . ’ . Co o »
collaboration = . High High ' High High . High . High | - High . K
. external to I0A * W . al - - . ) :
K member organizations ) . . )
* ; > - —
P Y - e
. Resource Availibility: . S : . . I . <l ’ -
o resource sources, High ‘High High. - « High = High . High . High | ) o
o -, external to member 2 - . P * b . .
S organizations , ) o N ) - S, {9 e
e S N SR
STRUCTURE | Fdrmalizatfon: degree | ol g : NS .. - T . , .
. | of officid) sanction High® ~ High-medium High High Medium High-medium | Medfum-1ow
2 . given to exchange by o ‘ . : )
h members . - . ‘
» - . . ' \\ , ! L)
ny N K . A
= .. | Intensity: size of Low § Low'$' Low § ‘how$ N| Lows$ o Jlow$ . | Llows$
_® | investhent required ‘ - ’ v .
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. N .o J/ » € . . = R
. ) . ’ ’ ' - N ‘a * 't- I o S N— . * o “ ‘ 4
o - Reciprecity: extent , . :
& * J of mutual agreement, JHigh High High {° High High 4 High . High o
s 7 about bases-<and con- ! o : ' . ’ . - . : N
) ditions of exchange ) L . = N L Y B :
.p‘ 4 ) s, ’ * g . -
"y o " | Standardjzation: , . : AN - - b
. . ] extent to whichwunits | Medium-high | Medium~high High” <] Medium-high | Medium-high Medium Medium -, !
, and procédure for ~/". | ' o R . - . .
“ +| ‘exchande -are {8 [ . . . ot .
) [] ! . ¢ - . ‘ . . . ow '
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o . . { I0A staff 10A staff Multiple - ’
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PN N . N
. ° ' -.¢"r" \_ . .
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multiplexity of ; Y .
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ol - * . R ﬁ_
OPERATIONS | Formalization: ) ’ ‘ . _ ]
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o ' —
. * ' . v, .
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The second point iS.that these arew“soﬁt" rather than "hardJ

i

comparisons. That is, tée rating~in each cell represehts our'overa]]
perceptual assessment of the several spurces of‘datafessbéiated with \“ . -
y ' each property for each I0A type; itﬁis not based on consistently
| "hard" quantitatiye data. For example, our rating bf structural
L : intensity--the size of resource investment required for member par;
ticipation--i$ an assesshent of the cumulative in;estment,of twe
:) kinds of resourees, money,and’stafh time: Although wa had date -
about the dmount of member dollar contributions to most of'the'iOAs )
and data about most IOA budgets we did not attempt to collect data'
o from each member_of each 10A othrom a stat1st1ggl“semp1e of {Qﬁ_;_‘
members about the proport1on of the total member budget that the - oL
contr1but1on represented. S1m11ar1y, wefhad data about the number . ‘ ‘\<
of regular I0A meetlngs apd act1v1ties but we. d1¢ not have data from - |

e Y i

all mémber organ1zat1ons about: the amounf‘and pr0port1on of tota]

AN

staff t1me spent .in 10A-related work (e.g., amount and proport1pn of 7

[

. tjme'spent’by organizational representative;gtbtel number and propor-
tion of staff members involved in'various'pheses of I0A work -and .
’ : ‘ectivjties) e ¢ o T . - P
As a result, generd]1zab111ty of the compar1sons is 11m1ted.
‘p‘ ; Nonetheless, the compar1sons are useful 1n-prov1d1ng an add1tTona1
. map of the ieveral I0A types. "In add1t1on, d1st1nct1ons émong the -\\\\k

‘types and the patterns across the types can sugg t questions to be

* 4

" raised in future research.
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" effort. supported by the I0A type. It i$ these three patterns that

" are mandated, enabled, or freestandin ,;were established or formalized .

) ments.- S1mi1ar1y, most arrangepéents sypporting enabled 1mprovements

(I B. II.B.; IIL.B.) came apout in response to requests for proposals ‘

- o @

? ! N .
’Hi%tor ) - . ) , _

Circumstances that Ied to the I0A. Although each I0A has a

different history”of part1cu1ar contacts, eyents, and procedures

.1ead1ng to its format1on, v1rtua11y all have in common substant1a1 »

L

. pr1or contacts among- éll or most of the member organ1zat1ons. In

most instances, the members have had a variety of relationships and
interactions rangihg from informal individual cohtacts to formal

organizationa}'relat{onships in one or more other IOAs. in addition,

" these contacts, in the aggregate for each I0A, have cont1nued for a

long per1od of ‘time--enduring among members of some I0As over a period
ofAZD.years, _HQLySutptlSlﬂgl¥f—ln most instances the 1onger-term ‘.
relat1onshaps have been among the school districts and county off1ces, <.

espec1a17y those with1n the same county. The shortest term preuIOA

.contacts and re}aggonsh1ﬁs appeah,to&b¢cur in I0As 1nvoIv1ng educational

agenmesgand private organizat;ons. 46 v

Comparisons among the {OA types shouﬁ three general patterns of

>

-

historical cwrcumstances each assoC1ate97w]th.the type of “improvement

suggeste& the 10A classification system. . Afrangements supporting man-

dated inprovements'(i.A,;‘JI.A.; I1I.A.)/ whether the 10As themselves B

’

in response to state or isﬂeral le slat1ve or admintstrat1ve requ?re—




o

ey

. associatedwwith the types of improvements supported by the I0A types.

74

* e

improvéﬁ%ht efforts In this study the only.exception to federal/state

sponsorship otcurred in six mandated I0As that supported improvements

sponsored at least in part by businesses and/or foundations; logically,

however, ‘this source of sponsership could occur for any type of .I0A

support1ng an enabIed 1mprovement. The third pattern is confined to

-

freestanding. IOAs that support freestanding improvement efforts (III C. )

.
in contrast tosthe other I0A-improvement combinations, both-the

& -

arrangements and the impr6vement effarts were established or, fbrma]ized
primarily on the initiative of member organ1zat1ons. . h

A final compar1son on the historical d1mens1on, primarily spec-.
uIat1on on our part, concerns whether d1fferent types of IOAs are

\

likely to be enduring or trans1tory. Again the differences are .

-

The assessments are based. 0n'the cdhbined history of IOAs within' L. e
_each type and our Judgment of future I0A trends given real and s ﬁ*

ant1c1pated .changes (or lack of changesﬁ in external requ1rements
/ ‘ - [

and” funding patterns. : ' o “p
" _The three types of 10As supporting mandated impro&ements (FoAey
II,A.,fIII;A.L'we'nave IabeIedQ"enduring? to‘indicate the frequently
Iang-tenn past reIationShips in these [OAs and to suggest that mest
_of these IOAs seem I1ke]y to continue 1ndef1nate1y. For ‘example, the
Conso]1dated AppI1cat1ons Cooperatqves (1n wh1ch both the 1mprovement

-

and the I0A are requ1red--I A.) ﬁere mandated by the CaI1forn1a State ’

. Department of Education n 1972. ' In addition to the nearly 10 years

that these TOAs have existed under this mandate, some members of some -




Ly

.

v Dol
- ’ f . ". "?_-7.5 .o
5 ~ - .
of the,I0As had been working ‘together in,a 5imilar,f’brma1 .manner for
b 3
five to lo‘years. The serv1ces prov1ded by this set of IDAs .are

suff1c1ent1y 1mportant, even cr1t1ca1 in some 1nstances,.that they

_would be likely to continue even 1f the dua] mandate were eliminated.

-- In fact, severa; members of at ]east one of these. arrangements "have

. e]ected to remain as members even after they have become e]ig1b1e to

’ o -

Wa1ve the1r part1c1pat1on requ1rements. . o

’ | * There is a similar h1story of work1ng tegether for many of’ the
32 enabled arrangements that support mandated 1mprovements (II A ).
Half of these are Reg1ona1 Occdﬁat1ona1 Programs that operate under
the State Master Plan for Vocat1ona1 Educat1on estab11shed in 1972

' .the other ha]f are special educat1on consortﬂa or Spec1a1 Educat1on
Service Reg1ons that operate under the State Master Plan for Spec1a1
Educat1on estab11shed in 1971. A]though most have been organ1zed in
therr'present form'on1y since their respect1ve Master Plans have been
in effect, a]most,a11;the'existing IOAs represent eibansions of ’

'previous formé1‘co]L?boration direét ly associated with the present

i 1mprovement effort’ (e.g., prev1ous shared pup11 evaluat1on services
in spec1a1 educat ion; previols 1nterd1str1ct attenHance agreements in
) occupat1ona1.programs) The nafure.d? impnovements required by the

Master P]ans and the extens1ve Jo1nt efforts that ‘now ex1st to meet

‘. these requ1rements suggest that few, if any, ofqihefmember organ1za-

tions could be.in compllance on thetr own. At—the same t1me the

& -

nature and variety of services available to member organ1zat1gns

suggest that\most of‘the IOAs wou1d cont1nue in some form even 1f~~ L

- ’ M -
¢ T
,

of
.
q;

L
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xhergoverning mandate were diminished or eliminated., Forlexamp]e,

PR

«in spec1a] educat1on consort1a, %he coordinating agency administers
" pupil evaluations, fair hear1ngs;(shared c]asses, andaserv1ces
' v ° : t
) . )

’ Teqiiréd from non-consortiym ageficies. .

+

The desi?nat;on of the third subgroup (III.A) as "enduring" was, f
again, pnincipafiy-speculation. A11 of these arrangements were - .
formed to help member districts'meet proficiency assessment require-
ments, set by the California Assémbly.in 1976. By the end of the
| study, members were techpically in compliance with the mandate so

that the original.purpose of-the arrangements had been fulfilled.

8 ) ‘., ..a . @, . » g H ,

However, rather than dissoﬂving the I0As or continuing to ihteract' .
’ @ x,

on an informal, bas1s, members in each I0A were p]ann1ng to cont1nue

a work1ng together t0vexpand and,nedef1ne the var1ous resources and

i

-~ materials (e. g., test item banks) that the1r respect1ve arrangements

., .. had developed. Our .general sense” was that members expected ‘to con-
RN -

.7 T tine the arrangements 1ndef1n1te1y, a]though perhaps with a reduced

< ” .

N ’ 1eve1 of act1v;ty and resburce 1nvestment. ..

' Labellng the remaining four IOA subgroups "trans1tory" was some-

what prob]emat1c~ Qn the, one hand, most of the enabled 1mprovements
’ supported By three of the IOA-subgroupsu(I.B., I1.B., III.B.) were
; T i part of federal or state programs that are enab]ed’(1n these 1nstances
meaning funded) for spec1f1c T1xed‘periods of tTme, usual1y not more
than three/years. A]though it is poss1§]e for members of these con- :
sort1a to.apply for and receive fund1ng renewa1 the I0As themselves

. were initially established and expected to exist only with}n the'timé




) N ‘l‘ 1 ’ v
limits ~6F the or;g1na1 external grant or contract per1od and w1th1n

the time 11m1ts of any subsequent renewal. - In add1t1on, the external

Iy .

‘ . . 'sponstrs genera]ly pfov1de the largest amounts (and proportions) of t .

& * hd

fiscal resources for the enabled improvement efforts and associated . »

’ 10As. Among the federal and state-enabled programs; only one state .

program--the Profess1ona1 Development and Program Improvement Centers

(PDPIC, I.B.)--makes any provision for reduc1ng external funds and

\

1ncreas1ng member contributions as a means of continuing the 1mprove-
ment. effort at the end of a spec1f1ed grant ger1od. These two factors

suggest that the cgé]aboratlve 1mprovement efforfs would be un11ke1y

- )

to continue very long, if at all, if external support were substan—

tially decreased or eliminated.

LN t

On the other hand, somé of théée I0As have continued their
joint efforts for as 1ong as the sponsoring program has existed; . :” .
y that s, they have continued their onn commitment to the improvement
effort and to their collaborat1on through repeated successful’ app11-

cat1ons for fund1ng renewal. For example, al 113 of the Respons1ve

Educatlon Programs '(I.B.) have continued since the federa] program
- - "
68 - -o - 3 - '-- N
o ‘ was estabhshed in 19 \ We recognizé-that sgmﬂar{o.ng termm_assoc1_

™ ations may exist outside the study area under this and other fépgra1"\ ’ .«

R . M . -
programs such. as Teacher Corps and Teacher Centers, both of"which )
. . .
were-begun in 1965. Where collaborat1ve 1mprovement efforts have o

ahe «

'existed over such a long period of time, we would expect those efforts .
X : . :

to continue in spite of reduced or eliminated external fund[ng, though

perh?ps in substantially, even drastically modified~form and .scope. K ‘
- * ' * ¢ 4 i - '

e B
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. Freestanding 10As supporting freestanding improvements (I1I.C.)
_canstitutes the fourth and last subgroup of transitory arrangements.

Although one of these 14 IOAs had been in existence-for almbst 25 W
N . N - - . . R ( s .
years and three for almost 10 years, the other 10 were less. than-five > .

years old at the time of the study. In addition, this ‘subgroup had v
fewer pr1or long -term forma] re]at1onsh1p! related to the existing R

. co]]aborat1ve effort than did- the other groups. These two factors

[PCo
. . <

(in addition to their genera]]y-med1um to 1ow ratings oh the other @

- ‘ propert1es suggest that these txpzs‘of arrangements are even less *

’ ’ .o, ‘\,ﬁ

911ke1y tban the others to cont1nue over 1onger per1ods of, time. - o
] Pt is important to emphasize here that we do not assume that ° ‘u'.e: .

.. _ . . _ ) .
T " enduring arrangements are "good" and- transitory arrangements are "bad." .

-

‘« . We simply note the ctrcumstances which seem to contribute to longer
versus shorter working relat1onsh1ps. - The appropr1ate Judgment about
how 1ong or whether to continue an I0A rests wWith the part1c1pat1ng

) organ1zat1ons based oh the utility of the arrangement in support1ng

. . N v

§ * the desired-improvement.

Context - ‘ - : ) , <L

. Gooperative environment: support for colflaboration eiterna] to (
) . : .
» _ IOA member organmzat1ons. Both statewlde and 'in the study area, ve -

- found the genera] environment to be h1gh1y support1ve of co]]aborat1on
' 4

as an 1mprovement support mechanism. An essent1a1 contr1but}ng factor
'e & kd - : .. [

is the-emphasis that the California State Departmént’of Education

w0 (CSDE) has placed on‘ce]laboration 1n the nunerous state programs 1t i

e has*§ponsored=and‘admin1stered. CTitsTemphasis reflects a. consistently .

hd ’ . .‘ . . "
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“stated view by {SDK personnel 'that the most effective 1mprovemén{/
efforts will ariee from shared knowledge and other resources at the
Tocal level (Catesl McKibbin, and Hart; 1980). State-sponsored
programs %nvo]vjng I0As occurred in all but tno,of'the seven I0A sub-
groups. In addition, there were as many state programs identif}ed as
there were federa] programsﬁ(seven each), and there were a]most twice,
as many arrangements associated with the\state,programs (5&) as there
were with federal programs f30). S]jghtty omer half of the 103
' ‘ ) arrangements were inro}ved-yith state\programs* (see Table 2, Re 24).
! The activities ang acc0mp]ishments of these and other co]fabora-
' tive efforts are frequently highlighted in CSDE newsletters and press
. releases related to tne various programs. Perhaps the most recent
e . - misib]e stgn“of support has been the establishment of a Consortia
L Support Unit within the, CSDE. ™ Although the unit's services are

specifically targeteo to consortia supporting the California ‘School

Improvement Programs (II.B.), the existépce of such an office under-
. ¢

] . [

" scores the general‘CéDE support for\ﬁo]laboration. ' .
' In addition to this specific CSDE emphasis on collaboration, there

are several statewide s&bport networks with which numerous IOAs are ~

»

. affiliated. For example, there is a strong quasi-formal network among

directors of the state mandated Conso11dated App]1cat1ons Cooperat1ves

-~ A

- -tia (II.B.). _Some of the federa]]y*spensored\grograms have provided

L T
R , E 4

~

st e ~

*Although both state and federa] programs support 1mprovement efforts
el in TI«A., the IOA enablement is associated with the state program.

(I A. ) and a grow1ng informal network among Schoo] Improvement Cons0r- _

)
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encouragement for collaboration beyond grants or contracts for

iqaividuaf I0As. For example, the national Teacher Corps Program R

‘ (I.8.) has inclyded sponsorship of state or regional networks of

(\ t
Teacher Corps projects. '

Resource ‘availabT1lity: resource sources external *to mepber
—

organ1zat1ons. The study area, 11ke California as.a who]e, is con~

L

. sidered rich in personal and educational resources. AS we 1ndicated

in the orientation to the study a&ea, both the state and the 13-count&
area genera]]y‘exceed the nationa] figures on characteristics such as

per capita and median Tncome._ When Hood and Blackwell (1979b) devel-

oped a typo?ogy of. states educat1ona1 and knowledge production, dis-

semination, and utilization capab111ty, Ca11forn1a rankgg first in

[}

six of seven ﬁ;erarch1ca1 group1ngs of pred1ctors such as state per

cap1ta school expenditure and number of higher education 1nst1tut1ons,

< 3
and indicators such as the number of ERIC clearinghouses and ratings

of State Faci]itétors in the National Diffusion Network.

Withiﬁ the stu&y area, more tangible evidence of resource avail-
abi]ity'is indicated by the various state- aed federally Funded pro-
grams which the IOAs‘support, and by the consd]tet?on;end techn;cil
assfstance‘serviEes available from>the CSDE and the 13 county offices
of.educaéion. }n addition; thefe are 58 colleges. and pniversities in
the area (exeludjng profeseigzg1 and §pecia1ized schools in such argas
as law, medicihe, theology), four majg? research and deve1opmept agen-

cies which.focud in whole or in part on,EHucationa] improvement, and

an uncountable number o} private. educational consultants. o

/ &
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Structure

Forma]izatipn: degree of official sanction given to the exchange
’ Y

by member organizations. By definition, all the arrangements included

in the study were based on soge kind of formal, official agreement3

between or among the participating‘organizations. However, there

were some readily apparent differences across the I0A types in the

’ e <

b number and k1nd of formalization indicators. There were three prin-

cipal kinds of agreements, each 1nd1cat1ng a different level ot com-
"mitment on the part .of the s1gnatory organ1§at1ons and each requiring
a different Tevel or levels of approva] within each .organization.

A legal contract,was(the strongest form of agreement and could
be rebresented by a joint.app]icatfbn or propgsal for federal or

state funding for the 1mpr6<ement program and/or the I0A, or by a

A Y

joint powers agreement to set up the I0A as a separate, formal gov-
\ } N .

»

erning and administratfve body. Generally these agreements required
the approval. 6F both the chief executive officer (usually a superin-

N .?\ '
tendent) and the hoard. Major changes in these-agreements would
. “ -

require approval by all members and the external funding source with

wh1ch the. agreement Was made, Similarly, a member's withdrawal from

-~

‘the arrangemeqt also wou]d‘requ1re approval of the external agency.
An 1nteragency agreement was the 1ntermed1ate form. A]though‘
these agreements genera]ly speiled. out the te:ms of the arrangement

(e. g., the time perlod covered-by the dgreement, the amount of the

' member S contn1but1on, the genera] responsibilities of members) they

' var1ed cons1derab]y in the level of detail about specific act1v1t1es

.y

and services tb‘be'prbvgqed by the IOA. In addition, since the

A .

A oa T . "' A g
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agreement was not legally b1nd1ng, a member'could w1thdraw “from an
arrangement covered only by th1S‘form oﬁ agreement. gsually these

agreements were signed by the chief execytive officer or by another .

-

wxecut ive-level person. For the most part, they were -between indi- -

vidual member organizations-and.one member agency designated to caor-
. Tl .

dinate and administer the arrangement. Changes in the agreement

~ 0~

could be négotiated amohg the members or-by one member_with the

-~

‘toord1nat1ng ageﬂcy:during “the perLod of the agreement.‘_ - .

Sl e T

A memorandum or 1etter of agreement was the ‘third form and the

.‘

_least forma] of the agreement\_ As with the 1nteragency ‘agreement,

-

it was usually directed. from thé member organ1zatﬁons to the coord1-

" s

nating agency. In most instances it too 1nd1cated the amount of. the

~ o~
Ty —~

member contr1but1on and the services, act1v1t1es, or basie purpose of

S

" the arrangement. It differed from the other forms of* agreemeht in,

that the signatory was sometimes & un1t or, program,manager rather
s . - - RIS -

/'than the chief executive officer or other executive-1eve1 person.

-

L e

II.A.,.1I.B.) the predom1nant type of agreement was some fonn of Tegal

contract. In addition, there wvere numerous 1nstances in these groups

" of mu]tip]e forms of agrkement, usually a combination of ‘an interagency »

ajreement with the legal contract. In some 1nstances (84 in Some . _

specia] education consortia--II.A.), the ch1ef‘execut1ve off1cer of

’

-each organ1zat1on part1c1pated d1rect1y in the arrangement efthep as )

" the I0A representat1ve or as a member ofean adv1sory cdmm1ttee for

the co]]aborat1Ve effortf "The combi t1on of these factors 1hd1cated

a strong official commitment to the collaborative effort.
2 A\

N ~
b -~

In the three IOA subgroups rated h1gh on forma11zat1on (I.K., .
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Only one subc]ass (III.A. ) Was composed exc]us1ve1y of IUAs w1th
‘a med1um rating, wb1ch was 1nd1cated by these features. Thegarrange-“\\,< \

ments were based pr1mar11y on a_s1ngle agreement (genera]ly'a~1ega1 ' §
. - s
gontract in the form of a joint pnoposa], or qn 1nteragency agreement).

"~ In‘add1t1on the organ1zat1qna1 representat1ves usua]]y were sybundt -~

¢ - ‘managers or program d1rect6¢s. Although n some 1nstances an executive
‘ t

staff member (e.q., ass1stant superintendent for curriculum and xn-
k)

struction) served as the representative, rarely was the CEO directﬁy T

- o : ' »
involved in the I0A. ‘

Arrangements with a Tow formalization rating also appeared tR~ -~ 7, )

only one subgroup (L%I.C.z: Most with this rating wé;e based only :

\

on a memorandum of a§reement. In addftﬁon, the organizational repre-

sggpation was almost always a program or subunit manager.

S ' Intensity: size of resource investment requ1redifor member.

part\mpatmn. The two most cons1stent1y apparent resources contmb- &

o :uted by-members were money Fo sugPort coord1nat1on‘and implementation
of joint efforts and stéff‘time’to cootdinate and pa}ticipate in
joint aétivities. Although the amount of membér dollar contributions 4 ¥
for one year ranged from ; few hundred to more than $40,000 (for oné
member) , the préportion generally appeared to be quite Tow when '
édmpareq to a membér's total organizational budﬁét—-usua]]y less
than 10 pércent of that totaf. In addit%on, where external}y provided

"funds were in effect the source of member contr1but10ns (I. A., I.B.,

IT.A.+-11.B., III.B.), the contributions d1d not come from the

L
3

mémbersJ regular optrating budgets.

14 - *
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" In contrast“ tfie amount ofstaff time required.to carry out 10A

\\\\\act1v1t1es was genera11y a h1gh to medium 1nvestment. Those rated

s

7= ‘h1gh (I« . aB., II.A., III.A.) tended to require cons1derab1e staff

«

t1me beyond the official’ representat1ves participation«in regd]ar I0A-

meet1ngs.; The add1t1ona1 time usually involved the representatives’

‘preparation fSF the regular meet1ngs and the participatjon by the rep-

resentatives and other staff in additional. activities Such as advisory
» R <4 ,
committees and task forces. Moreover, tifere were usually several staff

members from each, organ1zat1on act1ve1y and regularly engaged Xh\Lﬁﬁ-

related work (though not a]ways s1mu1tane0usly)' Overall, the high-

13

intensity arrangements tended to requ1re regu]ar weekly,uand somet imes

daily, involvement of one or more staff members. Not surprising]&,

'th1s level of 1nvo1vement was assocjated most]y w»th 10As support1ng

.mandat ed 1mprovements so that the IOA efforts were essent1a1‘to the

\ - ' 4

I10A members. °

- . ‘ Q ) . ‘ .
For the subctasses rated mediuft in this area (I.A., II.B., IM.B.),
extra staff-time was a]sd required and there were mu];ipbe organiza-
- \

t1ona1 part1c1pants. quever the extra t1me and partrc1pat1on for

IOA work appeared to be less frequent and sporad1c rather than regular.

- A low rat1ng (III.B., III.C.) ref]ects 11tt1e add1b1ona] t1me requ1red

beyond regular I0A meetings (usua}]y.montth) and little, if any,
additional staﬁf fn501vement otherpfhan the official representative.

Réoiprocfty-‘ extent of mutua] agréemént about bases and conditions

,0f exchange. The predominantly h1gh rat1ng on fhis property was der1ved
o
1nd1rect1y from two features %hat most of ‘the 'I0As had in common‘ First

. 0 s

was the fact that most of the,anrangements (86%) were involved in some
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external requirement or enablement for either the'imbroveméntuor the
tarrangement'or both * For these IDAs, the mandat1ng.or enabling agency

s # b "

spec1f1ed at least the minimum bases and conditions for the exchange

(e*g., the nature. o; the 1mprovement the basic feature;Abr structure

of a support1ng IOA the types of actiVﬁties-or tasks to be carried

out as part of the 1mprovement and/or the arrangemgmt Eucept in the

Bight in,which both the 1mprovement and the arrangement were mandated
~members in ai] thése [0As were voluntary bart1c1pants in either the
improvement or the arrangement or, both. Under these c1rcumstances,
I'CA part1c1pat1on implied cons1derab]e rec1proc1ty among members..

. The second feature was . the conttnued vo]untary I0A part1c1pat1on

by most members, often over an extended period of time. Here, rec1-

procity was- a]so suggested for most IOAs in subclass I A. by the fact

”/that even when some members have bec0me e]]g1b]e to waive the mandate,

they have chosen to cont1nue their membership. : .

Standardization: ‘extefit to which units and procedures for

exchange are fixed. In the three subgroups rated medium to high
(I;A., I.B., II.B.), there appeared to be a roughly even division
between units-and procedures that were clearly fixed~(usua]]y by the
exterhal agency) for the duration of the'agreement anngnits;and_

procedUres that were bpen to negotiation or. renegotiation by member

’organizations. For examp]e, the amount of external fundJng, the

o ]1m1ts of ‘member do]1ar or proport1ona] contr1but1on, and the basic

~

decision-making structures and procedures were among the items gener- .

ally standardized .by the external agency. Changes in these itéems
~—

-appeared to\be made only rarely and only with approval b} the external

-



agency. Other items Such-as the number ano épecific f?pips of work;

'shops or ‘inservice sessions could generally be established and revised

"at the discretion of I0A members. The single high rat1ng (I'I.A.)

[y hY

indicates that . an est1mated 60 percent or more of the un1ts and

)

p?ocedures were f1xed. The s1ng1e’med1um to low rating (IIT.C.)
\ * -
1nd1cates that there were about the same number of IOAs w1th medium

standardization as with-low standardization. Low standardization is

-an estimateq 40 percent or less fixed items. "

Types of coordinating mechanisms. In all.the I0As, one member .

(4

[

M 4
agency was designated as the coordinating agency for the fiscal '

. matters and/or for managing joint act1v1t1es and services of the

§
arrangement. In a few instances, there were techn1ca11y two coord1-
nating agencies, one responsib]e for fiscal administration aqo one.
;fon activié} and servioe coordination. ‘WitnOUt{egoeption, there
“r also was an I0A coordinafor on director for the arrangement. In Y

. <
most instances, the coordinator was a staff member in the_coordinating

' agency assigned to the I0A on a part-time bagis, Exbeptions to this-
© pattern were in IOAs for wh{ch’the coordinator was also the elected
chairperson of the steering committee and the chair rotated each
year (LI{%?, IT'1.C.). Howeyer, for ,numerous arrangements in the

t

mandated Eategory (I.A., 1.B.) and the enabled.category (II.A.,
é

'IL.BJ), fhere was a full-tjne coordinator and at least one additdional

~t-time with the I0A.

professional staff member assigned to work pé

:onmmittee which had major .«

FE N

Also common to a]l IOES was sgme form

-

respons1b111ty for dec1s1ons about IO0A act1v1t1es and services. In

addition, many IOAs had both-a decision-making comm]ttee and one or
. . T ks




more advisory committees composed of d#fferent sets or groups of I0A
participants from member organizations. For exaniple, Teacher Centers ; ,/

(in I.B.) had both a policy board and at least one advisory comm1ttee

o~

thdt focused on staff development needs and concerns to be addressed

]

by the I0A: Similarly, special education consorta (jn II.A.) had

both a. c1t1zens adv1sory comm1ttee and a prbfess1ona1 development

¢ advisory committee in addition to the consortium steering comm:ttde.

\ L]

In ‘instances where thbse consortia were operated as quasi- 1ndependent
organizations under a joint powers board, there also was usually an .

advisory tomm1ttee composed of super1ntendents of the member districts

and county office(s). '

A Degree of coupling: ievels at which linkages occur; multiplicity

of ties amongemembers. For five 'of the seven subclasses, there was a

high degree of coupling or 1nterd$pendence among ‘'I0A members. For the . .

mandated I0As (I.A., I.B.), the coupling was c]early associated with

the requirement for formal collaboration. In.both of these subgroups, o

the collaboration was an essential feature of tne improyexent eftort,

without which members would either fail to be in compiiance with the —
° mandate (I.A.) or would not be eligible for participation in'thef ‘

externally funded 1mprovement program (I.B.). For the enabled éuﬁb-

CIasses (I1.A., II.B.) ang the\51ngle freestanding subc]asg (IiI.A.),

the high coupling was not pased.on an external requirement-or‘dn_an' ‘ '

absolute necessit; for co]]aboratjon to. carry odt the inprbvenent;

other agencies like the I0A member§ have~engaged in intradréanizationa]

efforts in each kind of impronement program included in these subgroups.
A . S

. However,, once the,f@ﬁs were formed and the improvements were being
e . ‘ A




«
-~

R4

\

jointly carr1ed out, it would be extreme1y difficult for individual
members to withdraw and cont1nue the 1mprovement effort on their own
ét the same level and pace. \51m11ar1y, Gf more than & few-members
withdrew, the arrangement as a whole m1ght have d1ff1cu1ty cont1nu1ng
because of reduced _resources, part1cu1ar1y h man resoyrces néeded -to

cgrny out the.variety of’IOA activities if add1t1on to‘the‘regular

business meetings. "

~ -For the two subgroups with medium to low ratings (II}.B., IIL.C.),

there were about the same number of I0As with each rafing. The medium
rating suggests that, should 1nd1v1dua1 10A mem ers withdraw, they

conce1vab1y coutd continue the’ 1mprovement effort but not without

. some diffiéulty in realigning resources and/or renegotiating expecta-

tions either w1th1n their own organ1zat1ons or with the external

agency involved 1n the 1mprovement effort. A Tow rat1ng 1nd1cates

that I.0A members would be expected to have littde or no long- term )
difficulty contihuing the general improvement effort if the IOA .

dissolved, a1though they afso might need to renegotiate intraorgani-
zational expectations. ' - . | ‘ T
‘Ogeratiohé ‘ N .o !

Formalization: ex::ht‘of exéhsnge coordination by an intermediary.
Although-there are doubt1ess~innunerep1e‘informa1.tpfgrmation erchangee. '
that are not coordinated, there appeared to‘be a generally medium.to o
high coordination of’forhéf‘exchanges.‘ Examp?@szof,items and circum- |
stances of coordinated egfhange incldded: admjnistration of member &

resource éontributiOns;'scheduling, arranging for, and eonducting

regular and special meetings of the I0A; cofWecting data for and




. 1 . < -~

ﬁreparing regular and special réports on I0A wérk; and arranging for- -

& ¢

needed additional resources (e:d., consultants) not available from

IOA me"‘*rs. . . - ' N ; - , - 3] ’

L Coorq1nat1on of mosf®™regular exchanges and activities was carried

out by the I0A coordinator or another staff member in the 9qordinatjng —

agency; howevgr, I0A members were frequently assigned or volunteered to

« _  coordinate exchanges, such ad task force work or arrahgjng for outside
: I - ' ' T
.. consultants. ' . ) \ S . (e
Here a high rat1ng suggests that most formal exchanges were _ , v

coordinated. The two subclasses that were predom1nant]y high (I. A.,
II.A.) were thQ§e in which the improvement was mamdated and the -

- -._* arrangement was either mandated or enabled. This may indicate a need oo
(either real or perceived) for greater coordination as one means of

)

- assuring and demonstrating comp]jance with all aspects of the mandate.’ .
“ In the three subgpeups that were rated medium (II.B., III.B.,

.II1.C.), there apeared to be about as hany coordinated exchanges as
~ : 3 i ' -
. there were uncoordinated ekchanges within .the T0As. Since this -

rating could be app11ed both to enabled and freestand1ng 1mprovements '

. -3
: 'aﬂd to enabled and _freestanding arrangements, no suggestive pattern

¥ - »

wWas apparent. : . -

[

N Intensity:giirquency of interaction among\members. "Interac-

Ao ) _
= tion" here denotes formal and informal, coordinated and uncoordinated
B “ ’ ) .
‘exchanges among members. A‘high rating indicates that interaction - N
reguldrly occurred on a weekly and sometimes daily basis among several. . e

different members; and.often took pfaqe daily betweén the coordinating

N ' Al




"t agency and d%fféreht members. The two, h1gh rat1ngs (II.A., I11.A.).

A were assoc1ated w1th coJ]aborat1ve efforts that appeared-to haye the

-

. most 1ntens1ve 1mprovement requ1rements (spec1a1 educat1pn and occu-

[ ¥ .

pat1ona1 programs 1n II A. and pr0f1c1ency assessment standards and

' tests in I11, A. ) and perhaps the'ﬂ’gadest 1mg11cat1ons “for 10A members.

s A med1um rat1ng 1nd1cates that”’ 1nteract1dn ranged from regular’ - ‘

', b1month1y to o¢cas1ona1 weekly contacts‘between members other than S - -
e : R
- the coordhnat1ng agency. Th1s.nat1ng alsa 1nc1uded regu]ar weeka v

. and somet1mes da11§ contact between the coord1nat}ng agency and ‘other
/ membersK A Tow rating 1nd1cates that regu1ar 1nteract1on about col- .-

laborative efforts appeared to occur nmstly in regu]ar]y scheduﬁed

N ~

10A meet1ngs whicth were held monthly or less. " P
» c, oo ~
' RECiprocity: directions of exchanhge. There appeared to be some N

P

: \\7per1ods of time or some spec1f1é areas of I10A act1v1tres or services

 ~in wh1ch exchanges were primarily b11atera1. Usually such exthanges

~

were between the coord1nat1ng agency and another IOA member: for '

. examp]esywhen the coord1nat1ng agency«was co11ect1ng data from each

5
member for external reportss However, for all the IOAs, most ,

L ]
*

* exehanges'appeared to be multilateral with members making,exchanges | v
. - . ‘, . ‘ . e
directly with one aftother -as well as'with-the-foordinating agency. *

777 " Context: circumstancds under which linkage mechanisms are .

employed. Linkage mechanisms were enipl.oyed 1A most formaT)interac- N

tiongi 'Examples were.included under extent of exchange coordination.
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- ResuIts of the I0A: direct outputs tonmembers. We identified.

o .three 1nds of outputs common to all or mpst I0As: products (e gey

handbooks, newsIetters, reports), services (e.g%, prpgrammat1c teeh-
~nical ass1stance), and'4\\Eai\adm1n1strat1ve act1v1t1es (e.g., staff

v, deveTOpment workshopg, inservice trainjng sessions). “In.all of the
.

IOA.subgroups there was some mixture of all three outputs, but as

the table indicates, there was.a greater overaII orientation toward

~

,,,,,

o subgroups (III 4., III B.) d1d a product or1entat1on appear to be

* predominant. " The improveément focus, less®than or rather than the
T ‘ :IOA:type,'seemed to influence this orientation. For example, the
: 3

~ -

10As in IIT.A. 'all supported efforts to deverp and Promulgate pro- ..

ENN

f1c1en$y assessment standards, deveIOp ago/produce item banks, sample

tests, and handbooks for adm1n+ster1ng phoficiency tests, etc.

e

Improvement efforts in III.B. included research- and .technical assis-
tance proJects for Wh1ch research reports and handbooks were 1ntended
- tobea major re(olt from the outset. A fourth result compliance

p\

with a mandate, was the essential I0A .product onIy_for the three

(4 : . ‘
subgroups supporting mandated improvements (I.A., II.A., III.A.}.

. N - . . L 3 y
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. ‘ Although th1s was an exploratory study in wh1ch no ﬁypotbeses WEre
suggested about the extent or nature of collaborat1ve arrangements in edu-
'cat1on, the data collected in the 13 -county study area havg produced some
surpr1s1ng f1nd1ngs about the number and var1ety of arrangements, the fre-
\ . quency w1th which' educatrona] organ1zat1ons espec1a11y school d1str1cts,

b J
engage in formal col}abotatlpn and the h1gh1y complex nature of connec-

t1ons among some organizations that share mu1t1p1e IOA memberships. These

. -

‘ °ﬁ1nd1ngs Suggest three sets of coiclusions and ihferences about inter=

‘drganizatigna] arrangements that\supoort school improvement efforts.

» 1. )There appears to be a multi-faceted network of educational organi- ‘ i

u zations engaggg in many and varied collaborative school 1mprovement efforts. ) |
‘ In the ézudy area, formal co]laborat1on is a ubiquitous rea11ty. Although
- 1nd1v1dua1 arrangements may- vary greatly in 1eve1s or degrees of complex1ty,
" the overvaew of the 103 10As suggests a series of mu1t1p1e layers of h1gh1y
compJex‘1nterorgan1zat1ona1 structures” and 1nteract1ons. .
Ne1ther the full extent, nor the ex1st1ng and potential comp]ex1ty of 3
‘ig;h arrangements has xet»bé%n fu]ly recogn1zed by mostHoart1c1pants in /
IOAs{f'Ne1ther have educat1ona1 I'0As yet been clearly_ acknow]edged or’ . 1

. addressed by research on educat1ona1-organlzatJonS or\by po]1cymakers.

However, the findings from this study suggest that the typical vi'ew of edu-

cational organizations, especially school districts, as isolated from one

»
~e -

another by preference and tradition is inaccurate. In its place must be




~

cons1dered an aJternat1ve view in wh1cg;there is, in genera], moderate e
oA
to frequent forma] co]]aborat1on in support of SChool improvement efforts. ~

2. Most~forma} co11aborat1ve arrangements are established or forma]-

. : .- . ¢
ized in response to some externa]arequ1rement or enab11ng resource for

y 2

“ 3

the 1mprovement effort or for the arrangement or for both On]y'14'of

1

the 103 study area I0As were freestand1ng both in the 1ega1 status of

-

the improvement effort and 1n the legal status of the arrangement. If

*

- this pattern holds true jn'other areas, two competing conclusions are

suggested. R . //

On the one hand, it can be concluded that educational organizations
* are highly responsive to external initiatives (usually from federal and
state agencies) for improvement and that they actively seek out or respond

’ - - » . o
to opportunities to share resources as well as to seek out and make use

- of external resources and support. Stated afiother way, it-could be said

) » that federal and state initiatives have been high]y‘successful in stimu-

N 2

engage in collaborative i RS
k\::;> On the other hand, it can be concluded that educational‘orQaniza- £ )
tions demonstratehffttle interest or activity in collaborative efforts :
'unless some external agenby requires the effort and/or provides the pri-
mary resource support for such an effort. Viewed in this light, and -
drawing on the conclusions of large- scale eva]uat1ons and studies- of
previous federally sponsored' improvement programs (e.g., Berman?‘
McLaugh11n, et al., 1975-1977; Stearns and Norwood, 1975- 1977?, it can
be inferred that a reduction or elimination of external mandate and/or
resource support would result in a concom1tant reduction or e11m1nat1on

of collaborative improvement efforts.

v . N
' . ’ . 0 ; . . [y
s wy




3. ®™idence of both tight and loose coupling -between IOA members

?reinforces tfe notion that variation in strength of coupling is found

L

in all organizationa] systems, and in this instance, in/;ktErorganiza<\‘
) ™ - J

s a~tiona1 systems. " In general, indiyidqa] arrangements appear to ref]ect

loose coupling- among member organizations. However, in instances where
several organizations share multipieaIOA memberships there appears to .

. . be a hidden structure of tighter coupldng among the organizations.
. -~ ]
L .As background for this. discussion, three important points shouid be

%

. . made about notions of loose and tighﬁ coupling. First, loose coupling
does not necessarii;"ndicate a sysfém breakdown in neéed of repair.

_ . Second, as a coroi]ary, tight coupli%g does not necessarily indicate »

. "good" system operation. The appnobriateness or utiiity of variations

ah coupling strength may depend on, numerous factors,\not the ledst of

1

which is an awareness withis or among the organizations of indiViduai '

P

Yo v

‘variations and of the cumu]ative na;hre of mukﬁj%ie instances of either ’ :

- Py

N tight or loose couplings., - i .'\" ) 3 )

13 at ¢

- v Finaiiy, it should be noted thgteactual coupling strength, whether

tight or loose, is a matter of degree rather than of abso]utes or even

v

' of extremes. That is to say, tight coupling, either in individual or

~ ¢

cumulative instances, does not necessarily represent inextricable bonds
~ -
" a within or'betweeh organizations..-Neither does loose coupling necessarily

represent a total Jack of interdependence between or among coupled units.
)

To the contrary, it may we]] be that the degrees of strength and varia-
tions occur within a fairiy naﬁrow range and that- most coupiings, indi-

vidual or cumuiative, are of a moderate strength. The basic paint to be ' -
2 ¥

made in this conclusion is that both~tight and*]oose coupling exist among

v

I0A members and that the overal'l"coupling among organizations that share.
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multiple memberships_may be tighter than the couplings in the, individual -

C . N

arrangements would indicate. o S

The basic notion of Toose coupling is that actions tahen by. one
element or agent in an organization bear tittle predictable relationship

-~ @
. . L

to actions of another element or agent in the nrganiiation. In applying

14

< the notion to interorganizatfonal arrangements, there is a lack of pre-

4 . ', . -« .
dictability betwéden actions taken by an agent Or e]ement in one organiza-

3

=

tion or by the organization as a whole*and act1ons taken - by agents or ¢
elements in other member organ1zat1ons or by the other member organ1za-
tions as ldrger entities. Loose coup11ng can be reflected by diverse .
™
situatigps: for b tiv d in the
u }ir 6 example, ¥ a relative lack of coordination within t’_~
-organization; or in r1ch1y connected networks through which influence

:

. sptedds slowly or weakly. S ) .
" Across the individual arrangements, loose coupling.is indicated by’
> several factors. hithin.member organizations, 1tiis_genera11j the case
, that one subunit or'individual is responsible for I0A membership and \
part1c1pat1on. A]though the formd] agreenént is between or among the
’ larger organ1zat1ons, the most aﬁtive coup11ng is really between or among .

subunits. Each I0A t%ps 1nvolve§ a re]at1ve]y feW‘1nd1v1dua1s in each |

+

-

organzzat1on. Where an organ};at1on part1c1pates in more than one IOA
a different subunit<or indivrhua£\1s Ilkely to.be responsible for each
membership. Moreover, w1th1n memHér organ1zat1ons there appears to be

~// a very\1ow level of awareness of the IOA purpose, membersh1p, or act1v1t1es

. 45
by organ1zat1ona] personne] other than those responS1b1e for eath member-

ship. In fact, in the 1nterV1ews, it was rarely the case that any s1ng]e .
respondent was aware of most or all of the.IOAs in which his/her organ1za~

' tiOn\Qas.partic1pating.* Pina]]y, the most yis1b1e resource investment
» - .. . ) 1 .




. . .
required for ifdividual I0A membership--money--is usually low relative L

_.(/:)to the total organizationa]_or even subunit budget. . °

~

-

?1

There is cbntrasting evidence of somewhat tight coup]ing'aéross'_~;
* .. 3 . .
. y individda] arrangements and in particular for organizations which share

<E3 multiple I0A memberships. The couplings discussed here are_those whicd .

are applicable to most I0As ‘and do not include the arrangehents for which

both the improvement effor't and the\IOA are externally man ated--é]ear]y

v the strongest form of coupling. .

l

Across the arrangements there are three factors which 1ndicate tight;

coupling. One is the formal interagency agreement itself which spells

N ~ 4

out the responsibilities of member agencies and which,.in virtually all

4

_inStances, must be approved at the executive 1eve] of each organization

and in some instances must be approved by the governing board bf each \\
& '
member. Aithough 1n most instances the’ agreements are open to adjust-

ment or renegotiation at spec1fﬁed renewa] periods, the agreements them~

selves represent a formaT; officia], and binding commitment by the organ-

izations to one another during the period covered by the agreement.
N fam *

Another tight coupling indicator is the actual investment of organi-

’

zationalt resources ih the arrangement and the improvement ef@rt it sup-
; jr ) ponts. Although the'monetary contribution may represent a sma]] portion )
of "the totai//rganizationai budget,” the accumulation of resources invested--
particu]arly in terms of staff time required for participation and the’ \ Y
nymber of'years of repeated investment or-exdnange--suggests a potentially
stronger\tie~anong_members.than the terms of a single year's agreement

would suggest. - ) . .

¥l
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S e *  Finally, for many TOAs there are additional ties or couplings among

-~
b

" - members th:yugh the various advisory committees. For examp]e, speCial

‘education consortia have a Citizens Advisory Council and a Profess10na1

¥ .

* -

) Development Advisory Committee as well as a coordinating or steering .

? . f ' =

council. Although there may be some overlap in membership, each group
. is composed of a substantially different group of’individuais. Each . o= ,'
group represents an additional set Bf interorganizational connectiogs

For organizations that share two or more IQA memberships the mu]ti- -

plexity of ties contribute to even tighter connectionse Not only are

. f

there multiple I0A memberships, the .connections themselves frequently

are among different subunits-and at different organizationa] levels so

-

[

that the ties are more widely distributed within the member organizations
and the ties between member organizations occur at ﬂL]t]p]e organizational
levels. In addition, the collaborative improvement efforts themse]ves
have different foci so that ‘members are coupled in muitip]e substantive
“areas. Finally, although the resources invested or exchanged,in each
I0A may be relatively smali, the cumulative resources exchanged among
members may be cons1der bly more substantial. These tight couplings
// tend to be hidden firom o unrecognized by most partic1pants due primarily
to the TooseneSS'of the ikdividual couplings (e.g., the lack of awareness
of muqtiple!memberships, and the relatively small individual resource

- >

investments). . o . ' o
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1mprovement effort < 'Similarly, the primary. focus of research 1mp11ca-

~

tions is on top cs wh1ch can address policy 1ssues and concerns. These :

b \

x . ~ T T S - !
nder“what "circumstances are formal col]aborat1ve arrangements -

most appropr1ate to support improvement efforts, or ﬁbre appropriate

Tl

W
tﬁan nShgcollaborat1ve arrangements or informal coTJaburat1ve arrange-

ments?

o .
- lematic aspect of coord1qat1on 1s_tha@ 1t does not happen as often as it

.organizational coordination:"

er this study nor the other th ee NIE supported stud1es of =
81

I0As (HaveTock, e ., 1981; TDR Associates, - Yin and Gwa]tney,

h

/ rov1des an overv1ew

of the number and 1ar1ety of arrangements that exist in a 11m1ted area.,

1981) " adequately address this question. This study

The other three stud1es focus on a 11m1ted number of exemplary arrange-
" ments (three-each). Most ‘other studies that focus or or include .
examifations of I0As in educat1on also fail to address *this qqest1on. .

In add1t1on§iuhetten (1981) has po1nted out that in the larger field v

.~ of 1pterorgan1za§gona] relations "most authors assume that the most prob-

should" (p. 20). "He also suggests three possible dysfunct.idnal conse-

L I

quences of coordination that requjre further investigation in order to

"provide a balanced perspective for evaluating the benefits of “inter-

”
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The f1rst consequence he suggests is "that tighter® system1c 1nte-

\

grat1on reduces adapt1ve'potent1a1” (p. 21). In other words, \ncreased

~

couplings among member organizations, espec1a11y multiple code?nﬂs,\
may reduce_the ability .of members to simultaneously maJnta]n;11nkage

" with other members and respond adeduately to changes in their respective
environments. , o . R \ .

- RN

The second is that "joint prdgramming may reduce program 1nnovat1on
(p. 21) for two reasons. One 1s that the greater diversity there 1s R
among the backgrounds and or1entat1ons of member’ organ1zat1ons, the
greater d1ff1cult1es.there may be in estab11sh1ng a common understand1ng
of the program purpose, a common set of work1ng assump%1ons, and mutual
trust. As a result, part1c1pants may search for safer, evéh mundane,
Lolutions. The other reason is that jointly sponsored programs are
# " often suybject to substant1a1 po11t1ca1 bargaining and different "h1dden

-».95"“ LN ,

agendas" for member part1chat1on. The result of negot1at1on and - « .
compromise is,likely to be a.safe or "watered down" version of the ‘e
initial program idea.

~The th1r¢ posmb?e dysfunction is that "extensive coordination may &

reduce the qua11ty of serv1ces prov1ded by the network as a whole" y

,‘5— >t (p. 22) by prevent1ng or nakirgb1t more d1ff1cu1t *for other organiza-. :
, ) tions, technogog1es and 1deokog1es to enter the'arena. Thus, the
. status quo--the “safe“ program--1s re1nforced . \jr

PR

It shou]d be’noted that these dysfunctions are derived from the

system!’v1ew of'6rgan1zat1ons prevalent 1n;the.genera1 11terature of

/

.~

1nter0rgan1zat1oné] relations and that they therefore assume a moderately - -

SN

T~

tight coup]ing within organizations participating 1n IOAs. In consequence,

it could be argued that these particu]ar dysfunct1ons have on]y Jimited "
A. I . ) .
Q , e ST ~ oL )
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applicability to arrangements among educational organizations which are

w_ increasingly held to be looseiy coupled internally.

In contrast, it also could be saig that the app]ﬁcabl]lty of any
part1cu1ar dysfunction is a moot questlon until the larger 1ssUe of dys-

functiona] consequences of co]]aboration’ﬁs adequate]y acknowledged and
tested. In th{s view, the possibilities raised by Whetten suggest a

startlng'polnt for identifying and testing dysfunctional consequences

3
-

of educational IOAs.

A

- , In speaking of public policy research and imp]ementation, Cantley
(1981) has said that in politics, policies are the hypotheses whith must
be tested to destruttion. It might be said nere thaf'col1aborative

“arrangements, especia]]y-those required or enabled. by exterpal agencies,
Represeni a]ready-estab]ished policies and hypotheses-which must be thor--

e

ough]y, if not destructlvely, tested.. One immediately apparent approach

.

, to such a test is to compare and contrast the\structure. processes, and
results of _similar improvement efforts that are conducted with and with-

’ ! - : .
out the support of collaborative arrangements. There are many_ improve-

~

ment efforts such as Teachers Centers,,spec1a1 educatijon projects, and

-8

' proficiency assessment projects that include numerous éxamples of both
collaborative and non-collaborative approaches to implementation

which can provide a startiﬁg point for comparison and” contrasts.

- .

. 2. What, if any, are the critical d1sfnnct1ons oetween externa]]y
4 . .

supported and freestand1ng collaborative efforts in areas other than -

the legal or externally supported status of the 1mproyement project and

" the arrangement? Within this general question reside a number of im-
’ portanﬁ”smaller guestions about potential differences in the nature of

\\ the different'types of interorganizational re]ationshipsf In addition

’ -
. N + [ LAY
\)4 + 1 ‘Y P
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-

¢ - to the readily apparent differences in resource availability; what

diffgrences occur’ in the structure and operations—and results of the

1y

efforts? Do criteria or procedures sgt by external agencies impede or
g . ,

< enhance cooperation? Are the parameters of

- 1
«
4

b
ﬂk - ~resgpns1b111ty for each organ1zat1on ‘clarified o

omy, authority, and

ouded by the

\Do freestanding arrangements. result in longer-term intenorgan1zat1ona1 /

"relationship than externally supportéd arrangements? : .
§§ Answers to questions such.as these could provide useful insights
) into the efficacy of externa]]y mandated or enab]ed(IOAs. Again a com-
'paratiye analysis is the suggésted apﬁfoachl Teacher Cé:ters can again

be suggested as one'reaqily identifiable form of'collaborative effort
that exists in both ekterna]]y supported and freestanding circumstances.
" In addition, the intermediate serv1ce agenc1es 1dent1f1ed in Stephens ‘
- (1975) Hood (1978), and Stephens, et al. (1979) can be divided rough]y
///;/////47 in half between externally requ1red or supported arrangements and free-
.standing cooperatives. Clear]y, in these two jnsfances there is no

. NEEN lack of comparat1ve subjects. .

3

’ 3. WHhat factors contribute to useful continuation of formal col-

laborative efforts when external support or requireménts are reqUCed

or eliminated? In many instances it appears that one intent of external

/

support has been to build or encoo}age collaborative capacity and

s

commitment among I0A members as part of the overall improvement effort. -
> Yet there is ;;ttle evidence to suggest that collaborative efforts

continue effectively when external requirements or resource.support
.ooa R v - ' X \
‘are reduced or eliminated. In contrast, there is substantial past

. .
Al . +

and present evidence that interorganizational priorities and levels

Q : ¢ ) ¢
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-

of support or emphasis on comp11ance for various 1mprovement approaches
shift- w1th changes ®in state and federal political adm1n1strat1ons ‘and
w1th changes in economic conditions. It seems logical and prudent to
identify cont1nuatlpn facters and then pay spee1a1 attent1on to those

factors when prescr1b1ng or enab11ng collaborat1on.

= It shoqu\be Qmpha£1zed here that useful continuation is the key

. concern of this quest1on. As previougly noted, the mere fact that

~.
~

... Ccollaboration per se continues, endures, or is institutionalized cannot

0

[

necessarfﬁy be equated with utilit o?&effectiveness. To the contrary,
Whetten has implied thatftransjtory 10As may be more functional than
: enduring-ones, T?'tor no other reason than that they can be established
to meet important but temporary.needs and dtscontinued with relative
.Wease when the needs have been satisfied or no longer exist. In‘fact, '

repeated part1c1pat1on in highly focused trans1tory arrangements may

<
3

--reflect greater intraorganizational adaptab111ty and initiative and
greategrcoJlaborat1ve capacity on the part of participants than would:

be demonstrated ‘by their cont1nued membership in an enduring arrangment
-y
in which the central purpose periodica]]y shifts. .

g

4. What are the "natural” variations in coupling within and among
\ .

educational organizations engaged in collaborative improvement efforts?

Most theories about. interorganizational relations are based on notions

- -

of tight coupling and coordination of resources and exchange. They are

~

drawn primarily from sintlarfﬁgrmative theories of intraorganizational

structure and behavior. fIn contrast, at least' some evidence from this

-

study points to a more appropriate emphasis on developing theories which’

-+ focus.on the patterns of varfation in-coupling strength within and

between organizations. : ,

N " 12y
, . Y ‘\' £ o
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Some subs1d1ary questions are: Under what circumstances do-differ-

-~

ent coupling patterns occur? Under what circumstances do the patterns
1 * !

' shift? What, if any, connections are there between loose.or tight
. ‘ | N

coupling,with%n I0A member organizations and loose or tight coupling

-

among mefiber organizations?’ . . i

5. What -factors contribute to the tendency of some educational

organizations toxrepeatedlyggoin #n or lead the formation of collabo-

rative arrangements as opportunities arise or change? The between- .
county findings that IOA participation by school districts and county
offices of education appears to be inf]uenceu by a county's population,
public school enrollment,‘and larger I0A activity suggest some'contrib-
ut ing, contextua] factors that also may be applicable to other types of
orgaqizations.’ However, these findings do little to explain differences.
in the frequency of IOA participation by organizat iens of the ‘same pre
’w1th1n the same county (e ge differences between the seven Santa Clara
County districts that participate .in four I0As and ‘the six districts
. that. participate in eight }OAs).k Such differences sugéest the presence
“ of intraorganizationa] variations that.influence different levels ot
I0A participation. - From the research point of view, identificafion of
acontributing factors can increase our understanding about the nature
of coliaboration,among:educational~organizations in general and about
\ the nature of collaborative activity by individual organizations.
‘ From the policy viewpoint, identification of contributing factors
‘ may make it easier for,external I0A sponsors to assess the likely

response of types of drganizations and/or 1nd1v1dua1 organizations. In

addition, answers to this question may be useful to intraorganizationa]

/ .

b
€2
b
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policymakers in i&entifying factors which they can influence qr.

control to increase or décrease,E€55aboration actjvi;y bx their .own

organizatiens.’ : . . _
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: S VII. IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICYMAKERS e R
. - In add1t1on to the policy- oriented research quest1ons cons1dered
in the prev1ous chapter, there are severa] poI1cy issues and 1mp11ca~k‘ 3

1"6
tions’ wﬁ?ch deserve more 1mmed1ate attent1on. These issues and 1mp11ca-

-

tions are derived from three major f1nd1ngs-of the study and two likely

continued or future conditiens related to the resource context for edu-
lq‘ ~~

cat1on in general and co]laborat1ve 1mprovement efforts in part1cu1ar

¥

0 Study findings . . "
’ x
, - Apparent proliferation of co]laborat1ve arrangements.
: ., - Marked .differences in organizational combinations
in the different I0A categories.
- Heavy reliance on external resources for IOA support.q

o 0 L1ke1y resource.cond3t1ons : -

s - Continued reductions in federal and state resources

for education.
- Proposed consolidation of federal educat1on programs..

’

As with the research implications, the po]1cy 1mp11cat1ons are. organ1zed

as discussions of asseries of three quest1ons. ’ *

> . +

y ‘ 1. What are the poss1b1e consequences of the pro]1ferat1on of

coilaborat1ve arrangementsf On the pos1t1ve s1de, the widespread use

. ) ' of. I@s may indicate that educat1ona1 “agencies in general, and l6cal ¥
. . d1str1ctssan part1cu1arx have made and will contipfi@No make substan-
RN R tial progress in ach1ev1ng the basic pgrposes:;;(if;;iboration:

S reducing onnecessary duplfcation'of7éffort, and tending or, mu]tip]ying (1a;
'resources; In turn, this progress may represent an 1ncreased capac1ty

&

-

for 1mp1ement1ng cost]y and complex improygment éfforts such as expanded

-y

special education programs and prof1c1en§y assessment standards.
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On thé "hegati've‘side, there are two levels or areas of possible
i cohsegue7ﬁes. F1rst thergﬁare the poss1b1e negat1ve aspects of coor-
‘ d1nat1on 1@£e1f. whether the dysfunctions are those suggested by
'!whetten or others peculiar to educational I0Assmto the extent that any
negative aspects of eper@ihat;;;‘ae\EXist eqhai]y or predominantly in
— _‘fﬁﬁaiyidual IOAétztﬂEJHeggtive aspects are multiplied as a consequence
of p;plﬁferatjon. -
~Second, the p;oliferation of I0As maerepresent an additional forﬁ '
of unnecessary duplication of effort and of resaurces. Elsewhere .in
this report it‘was note&‘that many organizations appear to,he unaware
of their multfple I0A mgnberships, the potential relati?nshfps between- -
the improvement efforts supported by the IOAs, and the potential dupli-
cation of resources invested and/or exchanged in ‘the mu1t1p1e IOAs.
The numereus collabgrat1ve arrangemehts eponeored by state and federal
agenciks suggest a similar lack of awareness and'coprdﬁnatien of .
resources by the sponsoring agencfee themselves. Where these circum-
Eta;:es prevail, they ake likely attributable to the fact that primary
attention -is giveh;tfbjjue substantive or programmatic aspects of the

various 1mprovement efforts, and secondany attention is given to the .

.collaborat1ve mechanism that supports the program 1mp1ementat1on§ That.

o
x N h]

. is, each improvement effort i$ thought of first as a staff deve]opment

program,Ng[ a Teacher Corps proaect, or a-special education program,‘

a

etc., and only second or perhaps th1rd as a collaborat1ve program or.

_project. ' . . -

'
a

’
>




<
“
.

2. What factors may contribute to thé marked differences in com-

~ * binations of organ1zattona1 types that support the different classes

of 1mprovement efforts? In the earlier census sect1ons it was po1nted

®

mandated improvement, efforts--school districts on]y, or school- districts

out that there were two most-likely organ1zat1ona1 comb1nat1ons for
e Y

.and county offices of educat1!5u In contrf%t there were at least
T seven d1fferent Tikely organ1zat10na1 comb1nat1ons that support free-
standing improvement efforts and at least 10 different combinatiens
‘ supportiag enabled improvement efforts. Although there might be difa'
ferent patternsiof organfzationa] cpbbinab#éns in a national census*
of.collaborative improvemeat efforts, the difference here between the

Jimjted combination$ for mandated efforts and the much broader combina- -

‘

tions: for the other two classes of improvement efforts suggests some
broader implications.

One contributing factor appears to be a funtf?g; of "who,can man-

x'%:
4 date whom and what." Only state afnd federal legislatures and courts

have mandating authority over a wide range of organizations, both public

and non-public, educational and non-educational. State departments of «

educat1on and state boards of educat ion can usually impose requ1rements
 j -
only on pub11c school "districts and county. offices. County offices”

and school districts rarely have author1ty to place requirements-on

‘ B
,any other agencies. Statewide systems of higher education can usually

-~

~

*< There would be differences in at least three other states where IHEs

are required to participate in some school improvement efforts. In

N Florida and Texas, the state legislaturés have required IHEs to col-
laborate with d1str1cts in Teacher Centers. In Boston, Massachusetts,
. a federal court has ordered IHE-district pairings for general school
1mprovement ef forts support1ng school desegregat1on.

Qo - o ;
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1mpose mandates»onJy on the colleges and un1vers1t1es in the system,

/

1nd1v1dua1 éolleges and un1vers1tfes rarely, if ever, can place

4

o~ . -~

~

-4
requlrements on &ny other agenc1es. ‘}
5 ’

-

*_ 7 Another possibTe factor 1s“that school districts are the primary

b Y ) :
targets of schoo] 1mprovement pnograms and reqU1rements. That is, the .

1mprovements usua]]y must be démonstrated by d1str1cts but not by other

types of educational organ1zat1ons. It may be that mandat1ng agenc1es

.~

‘focus on district- level 1mprovement to such an extent that they overlook

'the possibility that requ1r1ng part1c1pat1on by other types of organiza-

tions might strengthen or fac111tate the required 1Mprovement‘effort.}
4 3 T

N

Whatever the reiative w@ﬁght of these factors, the result is that,

“in thTS study, almost no orgah1zat1ons part1c1pated in mandated improve-

,ment effort co]laborat1ves unless they were affected by the mandate.

It would appear that where part1c1pat1on of organ1zat1ons other than

districts and county off1ces 1s~essent1a1 or des1rabTe, those organiza-

&
t1ons a]so must be required- or aff1rmat1ve1y enabled to part1c1pate.

3

"3. How can state and federal po]1cymakers continue to promote
- {‘ - . - .

. [ -
co]]aborative efforts given' (a)-the heavy reliance on external"

resources for IOAs, and (b)“the almost certain reduct1on in. state and

federa] resources for educat1on over the nextﬁfew years? Within the

J ]

-four externa]ly based subclasses of I0As, a variety of existing policy

y -

stratedies are suggested. ; s

© e f8pec1fy co]]aboration=as*acceptab1e or preferred implementation

£

means. At a minimum, 10As” can be encouraged by spec1fy1ng co]]aborat1on

as one acceptab]e or preferred means for 1mp1ement1ng an externally

» *

supported or requ1red im ovement effort. A]though this approach seems

almost fac11e; the largest percentage (42. 7%)1of the study area I0As

el

o ) ot . o§ oy
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(the enabled category) were related to this strategy. It appears that .
simply identifying the possibility of collaboration focuses actionable ' .

attention on this means of suoporting improvement. In addition, the

- types of organizations eligible or acceptable for participation can be
clearly identified. . ' . =
4 . '
/ ¢ '\ * - b
’ b. Require tollaboration as part of improvement effort. At the
. ) .,

opposite extreme, cojlaboration can be required as part of an improvement
effort, whether the improvement effort itself is, required or enabled.
The study findings suggest that this strategy has been employed primar-

—tHy in order to promote co11abora£39n among particular combinations of —

organizational types (e.g.,‘school‘districts and IHES in Teacher Corps

projects). In‘a recent report on similar I0As, Yin and Gawaltny {1981)

-

emphasized that such requirements must take into account congruency

. between or among the organigational types required to participate.

c. Establish pattern.of decreasing external funds and increasing =

~A member funds. Between these extremes, one important approach to ensutring
continuation is suggested by a partlcular co]1aborat1ve effort, the Pro-

] fess1ona1 Development and Program Improvement Centers.(PDPICs) sponsored
byrthe California Soate Department of Education. Two premises underliei
this general program. First, I0A members must conso]1date or ¢oordinate

- funds and act1v1t1es in similar-improvement efforts whatever the source

of supnort. Second, member contrjbutions'are required to increase as
state funds decrease in each year of the award. Thus, the state funds
servejas a start-up incentiye»for member participation, but meﬁoers are
aware of and must be committed in advance to bu11d1ng a nearly sg)f-

sustaining collaborative effort. An additional advantage ls that the

- .  1improvement effort itself is véluntary so that members "self-select”
- s 'y . N

:ﬂ
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their own participation in the program ana, by ei??ﬁ;iaq, select their

own par}ners. A varjation on this approach-would be to requiré the

10A members as § group to match the external funds in the initial '
period and then follow the decreasing external/increasing member fund-

ing pattern. |

d. Build on.existing arrangements. Poljcymakers can build on

- g;iséing arrangémen;é in. two ways. One is to identify and publicize
exemplary freestanding arrqﬁgements as models f&r other collaborative
ef%orts. " Andther Es to use existing I0As as the base for new externally
. sponsored col]aborative improvement efforts. For.éxaﬁp]e, a new staff_
deveiopméht 3rogr§m might be impléﬁented through existing staff develop-

_ment networks@énd Teacher Centers. The program cou]d‘be incqrporatéd
directly into mandated and enabled 10As. Ih addjtion, the program
Jmight be "offeréd" to previously freéstanding IOAs‘ This approach could
reduce the time and cest of implementing new programs. ‘Finally, with

£

more flexible (though reduced) funds at the state level as a likgly'

resu]t/;z,pﬁoposed block grants, state-level égenciés might comtinue

exempla col]aborati@g efforts previously supporEed by federal resources.

”
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= .. APPENDIX: CHARACTERISTICS OF CLASSES OF ARRANGEMENTS

>

) In this sect1on, descr1pt1ons of the character1st1cs oﬁ/lach sub-
»

class of arrangement are presented in the\crder of the three maJor I0A
categor1es The two subclasses of mandated arrangements are descr1bed

first; the two subclasses of enab1ed arrangements are presented second
»

C °  and the thtee subclasses of freestanding arrangements, th1rd. _The
'fQJnat for the descr1pt1ons is the descriptive analytic framework‘
presented in the logical str&cture (see Figure 1). _In the-descriptions,
~. primary attention is g1ven to ége relational propert1§s of the inter-
organ1zat1ona] arrangeménts. The five dimensions and the relat1onal

-~ propérties for each are as follows: ‘ . v
. . ¢

o History . ' ‘
s Circumstances that led to the IOA. 7 : -

S
e Context . \

4

General cooperative environment: emphasis/support for -
collaboration external to the IOA.

¢ . Resource availahi]ity: number and.types of resources
external to member organizatians. (

e Structure L4

Formalization: degree‘of official agreement given to
the exchange by member organizations.

o Intensity: size of .resource investment required for
membership. : g
Reciprocity: extent of agreement about bases and con- .

. ditions of exchange. . -

; Standardization: extent to which units and procedures
for exchange are fixed. (= ’
Types of coordinating mechanisms. ) ;. : -

Degree of coupling.
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o’ Operetiohs A .o

Formalization: extent of exchange coordination by an
intermediary. . :

E Indensity: frequency of interaction’among members. -
) e . - -‘ ’ )
Reci : directions of exchange.

Context: circumstances under which coordinating mech-
anj sms are employed.* |

rd

'_o' Outputs

»

Results of the I0A: direct outputs to members and clients.

s L -
The emphasis in the descriptions is on characteristics shared by most

or all of the arrangements in each subclass, but the major variations

also are described briefly.

I.  MANDATED ARRANGEMENTS .
In this categonzﬂ.the arrangement itself 1s required by an agency
external to membér ofgan1zat1ons. The mandat1ng agency may be a gov- ‘
erning or adminjstratiﬁg agency, a 1egis{ative body, or a judicial
S%ency. “gmprovemeﬁt efforts supported by mandated I0As may be mandated
(I.A.), enabled {I.B.), or freestariding (I.C.). However, no mandated
!OAs'sQRporting freestanding impreveqent efforts were identified in

this study.

I1.A. Mandated, I0A-Mandated Improvement Effort

There are eight arrangementsoin this subcategory, all of which are

associated with the samg improvement.effort known as-the Consolidated

_Application Program. The arrangements themselves are'referred to

‘d

_— : - !

. In the framework, this property was-1isted separately. However,
in the following descriptions, it is covered under formalization.
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. ' b
collectively as Consolidated Application peratives.* The mandate

source for the arrangements and the improvement effort is the California
= Statg'Department of Education (CSDE). The size of the arrangements

ranges from-twb to 23 members. The smallest is composed of two schoo]

, districts. Six include several school districts and oBe county office .

each. One of these §ianlso includes *one district in a contiguous

s

non-Bay Area county. The eighth cooperative inclgdes two Bay,Area
‘ ‘ pand

county offices and qualifying school districts in the two counties.

History _
P Circumstances that led fo the IOA. In 1972, the CSDE established

the Consoli&ated Application Program to pull together and simplify

application procedures for severgl federal and state funding sourtés. .

The program serves as a means by which school districts can-use a |

. single application for any or all of the sources cavered by the program: o

A]i school districts are required to use this procedure. In addition,
- the program'requires that districts recei@fng less than $75,000 total
(in 1979-é0) from the Consolidated Application sources participate in
¢ooperative arrangements with other districts and(e? with a cou;ty
office.

The purpose of the cooperative is to provide essential adminis-

trative and fiscal services for small districts that do not have full-

* Although these cooperatives are the only I0As identified for this
subcategory in this study, they are not the -only-example of mandated
I0As supporting mandated improvement efforts. Examples in other
states include Boston IHE-school district pairings gandated by a - .
federal court & part of a desegregation ruling, IHEEschool district
teacher centers mandated by state legislatures in Texas and Florida,
and legislatively required intermediate servite agencies in several

. states.

| )
CS
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time district administéators o:HE;—Ehdn the superintendent. One member
is se]ecte&'as'the responsible local agency (RLA) and assumes resan- N
sibility for providing or coordinating fiscal and administrative services

te meﬁbe} ageﬁcies. The coope}ative, under the auspices of the RLA,

then applies as a’single unit for the Consolidated Application funds. .

Tﬂé RLA has the same responsibilities as a_1arge district offfg@ for

" ensuring compliance with the application procedures and with requirements

of the programs from.which member agencies receive funds.

e

Tn 1979-1980 there were seven programs included under the applica-
tion. Three were, federal programs. Title I of the E]ementanyrand
'Secoqgary Education Act of 1965 prévides funds fgp educational programs
desigﬁed to benefit low-achieving students from low-income families. '
Tjt]e IV-B (ESEA, 1Q§§) provides sqpport for instructional and library
materials. Title IV-C (ESEA, 1965) supports {;novative projects in
; some schools. Four of the progrgms were authdriafd anh funded by‘the
state legislature. The Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Act of 1965 provides
funding fpr reading specialists to develop and direct e]ementanx school
reading inst(uction programs aimed at the preVention and correction of
reading disabilities. The Preschool Education Programs are intended
to provide a hi;h-qﬂality educational program with strong paréﬁta]
invo]vehent‘fbr disadv;ntaged children from age three through the age
at which they are eligible to enfer kindergarten. The State Comﬁensatony
Education Program provides funds to cover the excess costs for services '

to educationally digadvantaged-students.* Funds from AB 551, Article

4 . . s N
.

. - * Some funds in the State Compensatory Education Program also are set
aside for bilingual services to students with Jimited proficiency in

¥ “ English. As part of the Consolidated Application agreement, districts
that receive these funds must allocate (on a formula basis) a portion
of the funds to provide such services.

FRIC "+ . . 23 .
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Context -
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I, proCide assistance for local staff development programs. Under the

California School Improvement Program (AB 65, 1977) funds are allocated
2

to districts for the purpose of improving overall school programs.

»

N

br

General cooperative environment: emphasis/support for collabora-

tion external to I0OA members. For these arrangements, direct external

emphasis -on collaboration comes primarily %rom the CSDE in the form '
of the requirement.. However, indirect support in the form of funding
dékes'from both the state and federal programs covered by the Consoli-
dated Application Program, since it is a\portfon of thesevfunds which
members contribute to the RLA to cover at 1eas£ some coordination costs.
A more general and pervasive support for collaboration akso comes from
the CSDE throﬁgh the several state-level programs which e{thgr require
or encourage some form'of collaboration and through the géneral ngE
philosophy. that émphakizes cooberative improveméntfefforts.

Resource availability: ' number and types of resource sources axail-

able to the I0A. For the programs covered by the cooperative’app]icafion,

resources are derived from the federal and state program funds for which
members are eligible (each member does not necessarily receive funds

from all sefen programs). Individual members or the cooperative itself

"can call on the\assistance of CSDE consultants, Howéver, mbst of the

‘resources are provided through tﬁe-cooperative itself, either from the

RLA (especia]ﬁy for administration and fiscal services) or from services

shared or exchangedeby the members themselves. . ) . '{;‘,, f

\ : ‘ ' .




- i 119 . y
. s /
Structure . o
%g// ‘ Formalization: degree of official agreement given to the exchangg‘;

by member organizations. There are two types‘df formal agreements for

-

the cooperatives. One is the Consolidated Application itself which is a

legal contract directl} between the cooperative {and indirectly between
each member) and %he CSDE. This contract concerns tpe eligibility of
cqoperative members for funding and sets forth compliance requirements
for eaéa\program. Prior to 1978, the application itself and a descrip-
tion of services to be provided by the cooperative served as the formal
agreément. Since 1978, the CSDE also haswrgquired an'interagency agree-
. ment betwgen the coordinating qgeﬁcy and each cqoperatjveihember. This
agreement concerns the gervié;s to be‘provided by the RLA, the amount of
. the member's fiscal contribution to the RLA f&r coordinating cooperative
se}vices and activities, and the duration of the céntract (usually one
year). This contract must be approved by the supegintendent and board

of qach member organization. \

A

Intengity; size of resource investment required for membership.

¢ B

The RLA is allowed by the procedures covering the éooperatjyes to assess
: each member 6rganization<a percentage og tﬁe member's totg] ;unding

frdm the programs to cover costs of coordinating the cooperative. The
- actual ﬁéﬁtentabe is related to the operating cosﬁs of the coopefgg}ve (
office and the total funds generated by.the fﬁndiné sources. (In these
eight co-ops, the range was Setween one percent and 10 pe}ceﬁt.) Thus,
although thg,cbﬁ%ribhtions come from the exte}nal brogféﬁ funds, the} K
are deducted from each member's share of funding. No addit%ona] funds -

- are provided for the érﬁangement itself by-the CSDE or the state or

1 i R
s LV
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o federa] programs. Members also contribute staff time for participation

¥

in cooperative act1v1t1es (e.g., staff d%¥e1opment'workshops) and in-

kind services (€.9., fac111t1es for cooperative meetings and act1v1t1es)

' Réciprobity: extent of agreement'about bases and conditions of

_“‘éxchange. The basic terms of the exchange are specified in the CSDE .

-

-

requirement that establishgd the arrangements: that is, the size and
funding level of diétrict bartjcipants;‘the range of contnigytions
allowed to support the RLA's coordination activities; and the general
areas in which services are to be provided to members. However, many'

of the specific services and activities to be conducted each year are
o~

* determined by the cooperative members. For example, they can determine

the number and topical foci of workshops and inservice sessions, and the

* e

types of fnfo?ﬁation and materials they want to develop as a group or .
have provided to all menbers. Agreement about these activities and
services is reached either through discussions in advisory committee

meetings or through a needs assessment conducted by the coordinator.

Standardizatijon: extent to which units and pracedures for exchange

are fixéd. The basic terms are fixed by the CSDE requirements and

‘cannot be- adjusted by booperative members, tnemselves. The spécific

s
activities .and serv1ces agreed upon by members general ly are fixXed only

~

—~
for the period covered Qy the interagency agreement (usua]]y one year)

* and can be changed from one contract period to the next. During ‘the

[ L

4
-~
contract period, members can negotiate changes in the éctivjties and

¢

services they have specified. -

(3

Types of’coordjnating mechanisms. In this group of arrangements,
tnere is a singlé5tibgidﬁwcoordinatfng mechanism. One of the member
organizations’is designatéd' as the coordinating agency. éﬁgégven of

¥ " T
§ |*

~ .
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" the eight cooperatives, the county office is that coordinatihg agency;

iﬁ the other§ a schog striet has this desidnation. For each there :

is- a chrettor, h1red by and Iocated in the des1;nated agency,fibo is*

respons1b1e for coord1nat1ng all the cooperat1ve resources, services,

and act1v1t1es. Member.organ1zat1ons retatn autonomy over theﬁr own i .
fprograms. In three of the eight cooperatives, the d1rector s role 1s‘ ‘

a ful] time position; in five, the dﬁrectors also carry other ‘roles.

In addition to the director, there‘are usually other coord1nating

agency staff mho have part-time cooperative responsibiiities fe.gn-
>project secretary, business office staff member). Tbe coscs.of staff
salaries, suppliés,, travel, and meet1ngs are covered grimarily by the -

contr1but1on90f the member organjzations. Homever, the coord1natm’

agency also may contribute sope- resources such as add1t1rna1 staff.t1me e :’\
" and space, fac111t1e§‘for'meet1ngs, ets, . k P ’ in?’ﬁ
. A Cooperat:ve Adv1sory Comm1ttee ¢ompose rebresenta ives from
each memher d1str1pta1s required. State regu]at1ons about district-
representationnpn the commfttee fol/ow the laws covering federal pro- ‘

. grams 1nqﬂuded in the Consol1deten Application Program. For example,

-

to meet the 1ntent of Title I zequ1rements the majority of tooperat1ve

Adv1sony ‘Committee members m:st be parents of student¥ why receive Title _ .

1 services. -A minority of comnittee members may be drayr from adm%nis-
trators, teachers, teacher atdes, or community members. The couperative
director is respons1b1e for “ma*nta1n1ng" the comm1§;ee, which includes,
coordinat1ng and conduetinﬂ comm1tteermeet1ngs and the genera] cperntien

of the committee. . \ >

N

N L
Degree of coupling. linkages ampng .member organ jons in thez

-:Spoperabﬁve occur at several levelS. Qpe 1inkdge is7at the level of the

b 1 y ;i . ' ' ) -
v 3 ' . vz \ .
‘ . L,,‘\\ re \ . , ‘ s
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fuper1ntendent and board who must approve each year's contract. Another

1s at the level-of the advisory comm1ttee representatlves. A third level
includes the variety of administrat1ve partic1pahts in the,coOperat1ie

activit1es such -as workshops and 1nserv1ce sessions.

In-ado}tion, in’all eight c00peratives, virtual]y all districts

©

share at Ieast one add1t1ona1 I0A membership with other cooperat1ve

members, whether they are distr1cts or coéunty off1ces. " 1In many 1nstaﬁ£es,

. districts have three or four other IOA ties. Every county office is<in "

another ®% with' cooperative districts, and most are in three or four

otheg. arnang iments. J,

-

Another limkage or bond is;the I0A requirement itself. . As long

. as member districts have léss than the specified minimum funding level,

‘they must remain in the cooperative. A member school district can with-

? draw if ?ts funding exceeds the soecified level; however, in several

cases, d1str1cts nave chosen to remain in the cooperat1ve long after

.

they have ngome e11g1b1e to withdraw. ° .

At yet another level,,the linkages among the cooperat1ve d1rectors
are strong and frequent. Formal statewide meetings or workshops and
informal pers¢nal Tnteractions'nurture this cooperative directors het-‘

work. Although the 1inkages amohg member orqanizatiohs are only indsféct
T

_in this case, the co-op directors themselves are 1mportant informat

recources for al] members of their c00perat1\es. LI -

»

- . 4 . ' .
Operations -?& ‘ ’ e .
B 8§ » . T

* \

Forma]izaf~ont' extent of exchange coordination by an intermediary.

Most of thé fermal exchar es amgng cooperative members are coordinated.
iges ame

-

. by the director or by\anotrer cooperative s7aff member. Some ex mp]es

\ \( . l P
1’1,\ '
., , . . .
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of these exchanges are: preparation and submission 6f all necessary and
required repbrting’and cbmpf%ance documents; workshops on managemeni
%aci]itation for district projeéi administrators and coordinators;
inservice t}aining §e§§idns for the Cooperative'Advisory‘Eomm;ttee,

Dfstrict‘AJVﬁsony Counci],‘and school site councils; pre-program reyiéys L

for schools and districts scheduled for CSIP‘review§; and curriculum

planning meetings and workshéps. . . -~

\«

IntenSity: frequency of interaction among members. Interaction: ~

among member organizations occurs in several modes which, taken together,
“indicate very frequent contacts among member organiiations. For example,
there are generally three to.fouf Advisory Committee meéiingsigach year
in-thch all or most of the I0A members are represented. In addition,
there are usually at least three Qork§hops each year, each of which
. //// \fypica11y inc]u&gs representatives of member organizations other than the
” - Advisory Committee representative. In some instances, there were two or
three Qorkshop series, each targeted to a different group of organiza-
tional jrepresentatives (e.g., project directors;‘curriculum planrers).
The workshops can pro&ide from three to 10 §eparate interaction occasions
each year. — .
There a}e also regular cdntacts between the coordinating agency
and each member for fiscal management and reporting purposes (usually
monthly) and between the director and iﬁdiVidua] members for coggultation
on a variety of coeperatives-related topics (a]mo%g daily). - Several
forms of non-personal comhunicgﬁion also.occur: ‘minutes of committee

-

. meetings, evaluation reports, fiscal and management reports, resource
-, . -

documents, etc. - . w

129 -
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Reciprocity-' directions of exchange. (Some exchanges directed

pr1mar11y from the coord1na€1ng agency to members have been indicated i

in the previous sect1ons.. In add1t1én there are numerous formal

4

' exchanges from the member organrzataons to the cooperat1ves and to‘other ~\\*\

members. For example, member d1str1cts must pro e agl necessary

. " ‘app11cat1on information to the coord1nat1ng agency, must develop ,school-

"I

and district-level bbdgets for each program for which they are eligible;
S . and must. develop ongo1ng eva]uat1ve p]ans to cover conso]1dated programs.
In add1t1on, repreient t1ves of member agenc1es frequently ass1st one

1 another in preT1m1n reviews or evaluations of programs covered by the.

=

Consolidated App]1cat1on. 'Ih do:gi S0, th%g prov1de cr1t1caqgass1stance

in improving one another's progr s and’1nﬂassuring comp11ance w1th o C

9

‘Tﬁexternal rE“v1 &s. Moreover,

program requirements prior to fo

%, +

"take place Tn the workshops, meet1ngs;///"‘

\:‘ -
2

o )+ "“" “;fv L,””‘/:;{/ .
;3 et *
. e‘,'.:&;{"' ";‘ "(V»
. Output s KA

“Results of the IOA; d1rec outputs to members and c11ents. D1rect

exchanges of ideas and informatic

and inservice sessions..

! - outputs from the cooperataue,bofmember organ1zat1ons 1nglude the serv1ces.
* and act1v1t1es cohducted'or adm1ngstered by the coord1nat1ng agency: .
adm1n1strat1on and fiscal serv1¢es, plannrng and program ass1stance
staff deve]opmenf’act1v1tfes, and eva“?at1on ass1stance._ In a few .

L4 K
instances, a new program or service for, member organ1zat1ons has .been . ,

f.’

established as’a Jresult of needs identified through the cooperat1ve e

LI

exchange. For exam%under the auspices Kne co&peratwe, a new '

® ~ position to coordinate b111ngual education serV1ces to and among ¢ , ' , e .

.

member districts was. estéglished in the coordinating'agency. These-

- . a

s . . ‘.
Q _ . ’ l‘;U b o ’ ‘/ '
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providing inservice training for administrators,
teachers,/and aides; acquiring materia]s, and providing information
and copSultatio about legal mandates covér1ng b111ngua1 educat1on. N

distric's’-contribytions to the cooperatiye:itself). "Now the coordina-
‘ is gradnally incorporating'the position into its own operaf
“tions and budget.™ . ' . ’ .
The two most 1mportant outcomes for members are comp11ance w1th
the I0A requ1rement and the availability of cr1t1ca1 services--ones
without which members could not perform basic operational functions

and effectively meet overall program and administrative requirements.

- »
L 4

'1.B. " Mandated IQA-Enabled Improvement Effort -

* ’

There are 27 I0As in this subclass and five different improvement o

" efforts, Six I0As are part of federa]]y sponsored T&acher Corps projects. L

" Thirteen are associated with the Responsiive Educat1on Program, a]so fed-

erally sponsored. Two support state-enab]ed Professional Deve]opment ’

and ﬁ;ogram Improvement Centers. Five are part of a Mathematics,'Engt- . )

neering, Science Achievement (MESA) program which receives suBstantial

external support from feundations, businesses;'and public agencies. The

remaining I0A is part of .a project sponsored by businesses and public

agenc{es to‘provide Speciai'Teacher Resources for the Arts (SPECThA) .
Twe]ve of the 27 are intercounty IOAs; four are intracounty; and

11 are interstate. The membersh1p size ranges frgm two to 93 agenc1es. \_;//,

Schoo] distmicts part1c1pate in a]] 27 arrangements wh11e county offices

part1cfpate only in two. A single R&D agency is in 13, and‘IHEs are in

¥

T
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13. Nonleducation_agencies*participate in two. of these arrangementse

A\\_____\\ The two most frehuent combinations of organizational types are districts
and THEs (12) and districts and R&D agencies (13). .

.

History

.Circumstances that led to the IOA; There-are five improvement

programs in this subclass. Brief descriptions of each‘progrqm's histony,'
purpose, and collaboration requirements are given as background for.thex
description of the supporting 10As.

Teacher Corps Program. Theqigacher Corps Program was estqb]ished

.. 7 by the federal Higher Education Act of 1965

to strengthen ‘the educational opportunities available to chil- -
dren in areas having concentrations of 1ow-income families, to
encourage colleges and universities to broaden their programs
of teacher preparation, and to encourage institutions of higher
. ’ education and local education agencies .to improve programs of
M training and retraining for teachers and teacher aides.

A 1976 anendnenf dincreased the emphasis on deﬁonstration, documénta-
. : . Nl -
tion, institutionalization, and dissemination of the results of Teacher

Corps projects. Each project involves & collaborative arrangement
. . . [ o

between one school district.and one institution of higher education.
Projects are funded primarily by grants from the U.S. Department

of Education which are awarded for two- to five-year periods and which

-

are poténtia]ly.renewable_through applicatign in regular funding eycles.
There have been 13 funding cycles since the program was established.
It is possible that some projects have existed continually for.the 16

years since the program began. Four of the six projecté began in the

mid-seventies. Two received grants in the 1979 funding cycle.

-
-
-

Q . : & l j"

S

(Eckenrod, Hering, and Rosenau, 1980, p.lw) , \!
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~ goals of the ‘Responsive Education-#Program itself are to suppert healthy - .

127 )
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Responsive Education Program. This elementary-grade program was

initiated in 1968 by the U.S. Office of Education to supﬁbrt Projeé? <
Follow Througk. The Follow Through Projéct'waé authorized under the‘
Economic Opportupity Act of 1964 (Title Ii) as a-natioﬁal,rgsearch,

development, and eva]uétion ¢rogram‘intended éo design and valid;tep\

[}

varying appraaches to the educaf?gn of disadvantaged children. The

self-concept, cognitive development, and cultural p]uralism. The pro-

gram is implemented through staff development training with teachers p
.Y

and administrators invo]vedgjn Follow Through Projects. A1l 13 of the

I0As have been in existence since the prégrém was established in 1968,

and the members of eagh ¢ been involved in S-Follow Through Projeht

A consists of an R&Dnagency (the same
‘&n éne school district. .

Professional Development and Program Improvement Centers (PDPng).'

since Yts inception.

agency for all 13 I0A

These center§,wepg first authorized by the Ca]ifqrnia legislation in

. 1963 under'the PFbﬁessional Dewelopment and Program Improvement Act

which was amended in 1974 by AB 4151. The purpose of the legislation
was to support inservice training programs “to strengthen classroom
instructional tecﬁnfques in reading and mathematics in kindergarien

v

énd‘the elementary grades by-invo]viqg school di§trict personnel and

" student teachers fronf higher education institutions in pertinent train-

ing programs" (CSDE, 1979a, .p. 764). Over the years CSDE policy has

encourage& PDPICs to expand their programs to include adm%nisfrators
P4 ) . ‘. ./>

and intermediate and high school teachers. Funds awarded to school ‘

districts and county offices to implement the éenters are supplied in

a declining pattern to enEourage the integration-of all other available

143 |
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- funds “‘and resources related to teacher training. Funds are awarded

on the basis of compet1t1ve applications. Iniﬁﬁhition, collaboration
with at least one IHE is required)for approval of PDPIC 1mp1ementat1on.

Mathematics, Engineering, Science Ach1evement (AESA) The MESA

co]laborat1ve program differs from other IOAs in this study in two

principal ways: the program was designed by a small group of THE

faculty and administrators and then proposeJ for foundation support

rqt or thén having been developed in response to an RFP; and the IHE
inv§§~ement comes from departments of science, engineering, and mathe-
matics rather than from schools, colleges, or departments of education.
MESA's purpose is "tq increésg_the number of under-representéd mino}it{es
in the mathematics, engineering, and physical science-rela;ed brofeésions“

(MESA, 1980, p. 1). .fhrough univérsity-based centers and school-Sased

activities and programs, barticfpating high school students receive help

in preparing for college majors that require math and science skills and

tourse prefeduisites. Some of the MESA activities include: tutoring
and study groups, academic counseling, college selection counseling,
’ AN

summer enrichment programs, scholarship incentive awards,rand career

. information. '

MESA was désigéed durjng 1968 and reéeived inifia] foundation
fund1ng 1n 1969. The first program-began in 1970 Since that time,
external funding sources have been expanded to include add1t1ona] foun-
dations and numerous bus;nessqs. Many businesses and~§evera] pup11c
agencies also provide support through sponsorship of field trips, sungr'
jo%s, and zglunteer tutors. The universities ihat sponsor MESA centers

also provide‘fund%ng support.

Mo
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Of the five MESA arrangements in this study, one is’ the umbrella

IOA for the stat?wide programs. It Was established when the program
. o
. received its first funding in 1969 a1though the present structure and

-

. w1despread membership has evo]ved since that t1me. The other four
N -

arrangements are IHE-based centers, each of which includes one or more T
‘. school districts. It should be noted here that’MESA “counts" its members -

in terms of participating schools rather than districts. However, the -
district must agree tosthe school involvement and does provide some sup-

port as well as encouragement. Of these four, one was the first center )
N N 7
established in 1970; two were initiated in 1977; and one in 1979. . .

»

Special Teacher Resources for the Arts (SPECTRA). As with MESA,

th1s arrangement d1ffers considerably from mgi%rother I0As in this 'study.
| As its name suggests the program's purpose is to prov1de resources for
oot teachers' to use in art-related classroom activities. The participants
. are six elenentaﬁy school districts, a county office 0f education, one
IHE, and one private non-prgfit organization which initiated and provides
coordinating support for.the program. This organization is conprised
oflmunicipal governﬁents and the county board of superV1sors, The
.SPECTRA progran receives funding from the parent organization;'the county
office,"and frqm caﬁtributions by non-member private businesses. Par-

-

ticipating districts also contributa funds. SPECTRA was established
. ]

in 1977 as a response \to Proposition 13 funding cutbacks that resulted

in substantial decreases or elimination of district resources for arts |
. -‘\ . ) ) . . ’ s |
programs.. > , .
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Context

L
L]

. General, cooperative enyironment: emphasis/support for collaboéation.

external to the I0A. In addition to the requirement. o?'IOA'mémbership

for participation in the programs and the genera] emphas1s on collabora-

[ ——

tion in California, the f1ve programs and their assoc1ated.4rrangéments‘

receive support for collaboration from.various external sources. For

" example, the .national Teaéﬁ?r Corps Proéram is endorsed by the Aﬁerican'
Association for Colleges of Teacher Eduéatigg; In addition, the federal
Teacher Corps Ppogram Office has funded numerous projects that provide
research and support services to loca1~Teacher Carps projecys (e.g.,

~ Exceptional Child Demonstration Program, Development Fraining Activ-

ities). Moreovef, un%il quite recently, there were 12 regional Teacher

Corps Networks for which the national office provided separate funding
and §ubpor‘£. '

Resource avajlability: number and type of resources external to

)

,

member ofganizations. . The primary external resources for these arrange-

.

R ments are covered in the descriptions of the history of each program.

[

Structure . St T

Formalization: degree of official agreement to the exchange by

.a’member organizatijons. There are two major forms of IbA agreements in
this subcategory: Jjointly submitted proposals.to thé external sponsoring
- agency, énd memoranda of agreement between or among member organizations.
e They\have in common the fact that mu1t1p1e levels of approva] are requ1red
3 and that almost all must be endorsed by the chief executive off1cer. They .
di ffer in that joint proposals are agreements both among members ‘and

AN b
. \ . B
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bétween members as a group. and the external agency, whi]e memoranda repre- :‘

sent agreements on]y among IOA members. . An additional indicator of for-
ma11Zat1on is a f1sca1 commitment by member agencies to the co]]aborat1on

effort both in the agreement and/or as an item in the member organ1zat1ons
v N <_/

budgets. Most of these I0As retlect both type§ of budgeting commitments.

Intensity: size-of resource investment required for membetship.'
Most of these I0As invo}ve some direct fiscal contributions in addition
to in-kind goods'and services. The amounts range from a few hundred
do]]a;i\;or some' PDPIC members to as-much as $41,000 for some MESA </
members 1;78-79 estimate). In general, the per-member dellar contri-
butions in state and federally spohsored 10As (Teacher'Corps, Responsive
Education Programs, PDPICs) are sﬁa]]er than those i#n I0As sponsored -

by other types of organizations, (MESA, SPECTRA).

. /”‘\\\ Reciprocity: /e;tent of agreenient about bases and conditions of

. 'exchangeu For these I0As, many of the bases and conditions are defined N
by the nature and structure of the enab]ee improvement effort which are
determined by the sponsortng'agency. For example, the kind and .amount.of

. nember resource contributions may be specified, the general types of activ-

ities may be describgﬂ, and the respezsiﬁilities of member ageacies may be . 1
spelled out in considerable detail. As a resuft, initial participation in ’
the 1mprovement effort 1nd1cates basig agreement about the I0A exchange.

Other features of the exchange (e.g., the top1ca1 foc1 of workshops)

. .can be determined by the members. Agreements about these features are

v

4

. signified by contiZued participation.

i StandardiZatipn: extent t& which units and procedures_for exchange

-

are fixed. The terms defined by the sponsoring agency usually are subject

* to little, if any,|change by IOA members. Jgowever, member-negotiated

‘ .
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-units-and procedures can be modifiet through discussions or negotiations

" SPECTRA have this kind of mechan1sm. The other mechan1sm is a po]1cy

132

of the steering comnnttee. Substantia] modif%cations in scope of work

. for jointly subm1t€$d proposals usual]y require approva] of the sponsoring -«

”

agency. For exqmp]e, cbntent of specific ¢ourses conducted as part of

a Teacher Corps project could be changed by member agreement. Drastic
reduct ion or elimination of coordinated programs or courses would Fequire

external approval.

. -~

Types of coordinating mechanism. All the érrangeménts'have a pro- -

ject director or coordinatd?xwﬁo has primary respon;ibility for cogrdin-
ating formal communications’ and joint activities. Howevér,‘there are
two distinct decision-making mechanisms. In one the project director,
with input from one or more.advisory groups, has general 'decision-making
authority for policy and operating decisions within the limits of the

formal agreement. ReSpons1ve Education Programs, MESA projects, and

board which usually operates under some form of bylaws. In general,

the polfcy board, again with advisory committee(s) input, directs the

program's operation, and the project directof administers the program. .

Teacher Corps projects and PDPICs are ggverned in thi§/way.

Degree of coupljng. In these arrangements, member organizations

cannot participate in the improvement effort without participating in
the IdA.</;;:;\?équ1rement for IOA participation prov1des a strong

coupling for the 1$ppovement effort itself within each organ1zat1on.

Jn addition, there are couplings at different organizational 1evgls

and among different groups of individuals who participate in collabora-

tive activities. For example, there is the organizational coupling

‘represented by the formal agreement and a subunit coupling represented

14!‘\ .
£ o
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. by the I0A structure and operation. | The latter coupling iS'eﬁenplified

pf the participition'of various organizational de]égates on steering
committees and advisory boards. Numerous othér couplings occur among ]

. individuals, usuaTﬂj teaghers who participate in IOA activities such

XY

as workshops and sem1nar§§ *In 12 of the 27 arrangements, some members

L
have at least one other. I0A t1e. In the other 15, no other ties were

'iﬁentified. A11 15 were two-member I10As and 10 were interstate.

. e
4
&

Operation _

FOrmaJizgtion: extent of exchange coordination by an intermediary.

Almost all of tne exchanges directly associated with the 10A itself are
coordjnated by= the project director or coordinator. These exchanges
include steering committee and advisory board meetings, workshops, pro-
- gram planning, and evaluation. However, nost of these I0As support im- -
provement efforts for wh1ch substantial components are carr1ed out and
coord1nate4'sen?rate1y within member organ1zat1ons. For examp]e, the ' P
Responsive Education Program involves classroom 1mp1ementat1on of new
content and teaching nnthods. The R& agency mémber provides ttaining,
consultation, and evaluation nf the district program. Responéibi]tty
for the daily operation of the program and.most .communications about the
program rests with the district through the dJstr1tt prOJect coord1nator

and staff deve]opers. N

Intensity: frequency of interaction among members. For about half

of these I0As, there is almost daily interaction; usually face to face,
among at_least some of-the member organizations.. These contacts may be
among a var1ety of individuals from ngmber organ1zat1ons and do not neces-

sarily 1nc1ude the official organizational representatives. For example, -~

*

\‘1‘ . ! 1,2‘9 i
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LR 4 N .
in Teacher Corps projects, there may be courses, seminars, and workshops

- . ' “»
which bring together various IHE faculty.and teachers from the district.

. In MESA projects, there are daily contacts throuah teachers and students

-

who use the IHE-MESA Center for tutoring sessions and workshops: and who

part1c1pate in f1e]d trips.

Rec1proc1ty~ directijons of exchange. In tenns of fisca] resources,

\

the pr1mary direction of exchange is from the externat sponsor1ng agency

to the member organ1zat1ons rather than among members. IE terms of other-
resources and the activities of the I0A, there are bilateral or multi- ' .

lateral directions of exchange. .That is, although resource contributions ’

W w3 oo .
.

“andsparticipation-are not necessarily equal among members, the exchanges

do not flow exclusively or even primarily from one member to other members.

Qutputs =
S Y i - ‘.—é‘ﬁ

Results of the I0A: direct outputs to members and chents. For most

of these I10As (Responsive Education Programs, MESA, SPECTRAJZ the direct
outputs have been tra1n1ng and other resources that have supported the
implementation of a new school level program w¥thin member organ zat1ons.
For the others (?Eacher Corps, PDPICs), the outputs are pr1man1\ staff
development activities or1ented to improvement of 1nd1v1dua]s within

-~ b

member organizations. J : RS

Enabled arrangements receive their primary sponsorship, incentives,
5

and resources from an agency external to member organizations. These ¥
/a’\‘ . . s \

. arrangeﬁents may support improvement efforts that are mandated (11.A), s

enabled 8!1 B. ), or freestanding owever, in this study no¢ .

enabled arrangements suppopting freestanding m rovements (II C.) were

identified.




~ " Ii.A. Edabled I0A-Mandated Improvement Effort.
. .

IS

, There are 82 arrangements in this, the largest subclass of IOAs.
. !9!: Sixteen support required s%eciat educatioh improvement efforts; these
_ .are referred-to as Spegia] Education §onsortia or Special‘Education )
' . Service Regions. Sixteen sumguire’a uocational/occupational i
a provément'efforts; these I0As are referred to ashﬁegional Occupational
Programs. -For each Set of improv%?ent efforts: the mandate comes from
¢ o both federal and state legisfation and is\administered by the CSDE. The
N\ ‘enablement for the IOAStS%ES pr1mar1]y through a State Master Plan for
~eac# of theéénprovement efforts. Each Master Plan was’ad/bted by the

by the State Board of Education and is dmrn]stered by the CSDE.™

< The ‘size of the IOAs ranges from 0 to 38 members. Six of the"

1ty co]]eges, 23 1nc1ude districts,
but one are intracounty arrangements The

ercoUnty IOA ogyers two cont1guous Bay Aréa counf?es and in-’

';ééé c]udes the county office in each and a]] but one of the\school d1str1cts

f ‘ “in bot///ount1es. < = f&f f ‘
. . ' - :
B - History . ,
K ® - Circumstance he I0A. As brref]y noted above, the IDAs

. VAR
1n this subclass are erabled primarily by the Ca11forn1a Master Plans
- o adopted by the*Statg}Boar"pf Educat1on and adm1n1stered‘py the CSDE..

Far that reason 1t‘1s the events and c1rcumstances at the st e Teyel

;; ; that prov1de the primary. h1stor1eai contgﬁt for the deve]opment of the

. . .y -
A . . e ' ]
- ) ~ 9 .
.

.~ ‘ & .
| i®s. vz | » , *
oY ) .§Pg¢1a1 Edutat1on. In 1971, the California State Department of Edu- _
. ” @ »
« . cation began inténs1ve eﬁforts to develop a comprehens1ve .plan focﬂppec1aﬂ
9 e . e .
ERIC. - . . C s
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education that would "equalize opportdh%ties for al ldren in need -
L
- of spec1a1 educat1on serv1ce..o[and wou]d] correct two-longstanding ’

. prob]ems: (1) stigmatization by label, and (2) rigid categorical progrém— L.
" ming and funding, which imply that chg1dren must be grouped by-handicap s '

PR rather than'educéf%Qnal need" (CSDE{ 1974, p. iii). By 1971, the State ",*

Board of Education'had gstab]ished the &eveiopment of such a plan as .a -

critical priority. The p]anig?self evolved through 20 araftssprepared !
;;: ' by CSDE staff and discussed, debated, and’ commented upon in numerous T

regional meetings attended by tEachers; oarents; school administrators, "

?

representatives of various pub11c agencies, and_hand1capped persons,
* In addition, suggest1ons were sol1c1ted from the pub11c in hearings
sponsored by the Council for-Exceptional Children and the State Commis-

sion on Special Education. ' . e

‘The Master Plan, adopted by the State Board.of Educatign'in

’ hY

&gy

January 1974, sets forth four major goals: ,
e . g“
¥ é Pub11c education in Ca11forn1a must seek out individuals
. with exceptional®meeds. and provide them an educat1on
4@}*‘ appropriate to their needs.

*’ Public education must ;Zik cooperatively with other pub]ic
and private agencies to assure appropriate education for
individuals with exceptional needs from the time of their

. \1dent1f1cat1on.

Ty

) Pub11c educat1on must offer special assistance to excep-
ti8nal imdiyiduals in a setting which promotes maximum - *
interaction‘§1th the general school population and which
is appropr1ate to the needs of Qéﬁ,/ ) :

o The most important goal of special education is to pro-
“vide’ 1nd1v1dua11y tailored programs which reduce or elim-
inate the handicapping effects of disabilities on excep-
" %ional children. (CSDE, 1979a, p. 4) -~

In addition, the Master Plan preSents guidelines for imp]gment?ng-the

phf]osophy anq'goals,.sets forth the responsibi]it%és of the various

:types and l?yqls:of public education agencies, establishes the criteria

>
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Jénd opﬁions for’ districts and county offices to deve]op%compréhensive

~ -p]ans,;gbd’ﬁdentifies the specific responsibilities of étate, county,
‘and local pubTic education aéencies under each optiom }wo of the three

* options enable interorganizati;nal'arrangements:i :

PR

* b Any school district may develop its own comprehensive plan.

poe ® A combination of school districts may join with;the of fice
of the county superintendent of schools to develop a joint -

comprehensive plan. ) /

o Contiguous districts may join together to deve]oﬁfa joint . Y
.comprehefisive plan. When developed in this manner, the . '
of fice of the county superintendent of schools must par-
ticipate in the planning process to ‘identify pro ems
and needs which relate to the larger geographs area
and to ensure that all individuals with exceptional needs
are appropriately served. - Contiguous counties may also
develop a comprehensive plan. (CSDE, 1974, pp. 16-17)

, Although many districts and district’ and county offices had previously
shared or exchanged spécia] education c]?sses and resources through 1nf;r- .
district'attendance agreements, the options in fhe Master Plan provi&ed
the first opportunity to share the' comprehensive services.and resou;cés
necessary to meet the new requirements. '

Regional Occupational Programs (ROPs).* As they are described in the

y California State Plan for Vocatignal Education (CSDE, 1972), the Regional%—vf’
- . .« . . i . -.“'
6:::;3t{?na] Programs are‘vocatiénal or technical training programs which

< [ od

are conducted in'a variety -of settings or physical facilities not neces-

sqr11y&s1tuatéﬂ’?ﬁ>one i1n97? plant or site. The purPose of the ROE\}E_bé N
.. provide a means whereby vocational, ‘technical, and occupation -
. educational opportunities can be extended through a wider variety ) -
. of specialized sources to serve a -larger number.of students than y

. / )

* There are also Regional Occupational Centers (ROCi%-covered by this

- requirement. -They differ from ROPs in that they afre separate train-
ing facilities designed for vocational or technical training programs.
They also may be conducted by means of an I0A. However, no fully
constituted ROC was identified in the study area. .

"
. * ‘ .
15~ ,
” 3 .
e ',
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e _can be prov1ded adequate1y, eff1cient1y, and economically by-a -
' -~ single. district. "It is a further- intent to provide .igh' schodl ‘
< students and graduates gnd out- of-school youths and adults,.
" regardless-of the geograph1ca1 Jocation of their residencg in a
county ‘or participating region, with the opportunity to enroll
. in a vocational or téchn1oa] -training program. (CSDE, 1972, \

. ’ p. 109 - \ , P :
The emphas1s of the program is on prov1d1p§'tra1n1ng in spec1allzed JH\

'sk1lls that will ensure the 1mmed1ate emp]oyab111ty of the tra1nee in * .

that skill ‘upon comp1et1on of the tra1n1ng progr.am. . Moreover, the

curriculum nust 1pc1ude tra1n1ng 1n .occupational areas that have been .

identified in local on.reg1ona1 Jeb market’ surveys as hav1ng current

and future meeds for such skills. ‘ROPs can be operated by a single . .

un1f1ed or high school d1strTct by a s1ngle county office of educat1pn,

by a: comb1nat1on of severa] d1str1cts, or' by a combination of several

2>

districts with-one or more county offices. As with the requirements
. ) for/spec1a1 educatmrr program? a]though cooperat1on between pubhc .
education agencies and nonpublic agenc1es 1s necessary to carry out ’

the program requ1rements, the manda\e for prov1d1ng the educational

w'.programs and serv1ces rests only with the pub11c educat1on agencies.

Context ‘ S .
—_— s . . o
Genera] cooperat1ve env1ronment emphasis/support for collabora-

*

' N t1on external to the I0A. For both improvement efforts, there are at .

lehst three sources wh1ch either directly or indirectly encourage, col-. *
1abbrat1on in support of the 1mpro§ement programs.. There is the general
1nf1uence of the CSDE's philosophy of co]]aporet1on. In addition each

of the prpgrams has a strohg cohstituency base which generally supports

ﬂmechanisme that will more effegtjlg)y achieve the program goals. For .

- R . N '
i , ' special education, the constituency consists of:parents and teachers ////

~,
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of exceptional children, and civil rights groups. For the=occupat1ona1
programs, the const1tuency includes the bus1nesses and 1ndustr1es whose

needs for sk111ed employees are met by the tra1n1ng programs in their
\

areas. Also, at the state 1eve], there are 1nteragenqy ggreements

between the CSDE and other agencies such as the State Department of

Reﬁabi!itation (for special education) and the State Department of

-

Employment (for vocational education and regional occupational programs).
R N

These agreements are intended to provide the basis for simtlar agree-

ments between agencies_at the county and local levels.

-

Resolirce ava11ab111tx; number and types of resources externa] to

member organizations. There are no external funds designated specifi-

.

cally for the operation of the I0As.. Instead the coordination costs

are supported as 1nd1rect expend1tures of the coord1nat1ng agency

through the federal, state, and local program funds alloceted to member

L] Pty

agencies~ However, both member agencies and the IOA have access to
other resources such-as technical assistance and' consulting services
from the CSDE, and individual consultants in IHEs. .For special educa-

tion I0As,. external resources also include ‘those availablé through

<

. other publit agencies and nonprofit education agencies which provide

\J

specielized services for exceptional children. Resources from these
agencies usually are previded tﬁrougﬁ a contract.between the I0A and

the external agency ﬁgr the particular 'services provided to one or more
DA N

stydents. In some instances, there also are ﬁemorénda of agreement -
for cooperetion\between these aggncies and the I0A. .
. r
Similarly, the I0As supporting Regional Occupation)J Programs

frequently contract with businesses_and industries to provide special-
iZed training facilities and equipment, and in numerous instances, to

previde personnel with specialized skills.to teach courses.

PR

o -~
) lau

-
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Structure ' ) ) - |
e : . - |

Formalizatigh: degree of official sanction or agreement given to ' -

the exchange by member organizations. For each of the improvement o~

areasy the improvement effortsfor program plans must be approved by the

“board of each member‘district,'the county superintendent, and the CSDE. *

When the program,is supported or ‘implemerted by means of an I0A; the

. } ' . » .
agreement for the I0A is a basic part of the pia(. Approval of the
plan by each level of authority also representsxapprovai of the I0OA and

agreement given to the exchange. In addition, there.are interdistrict

rd -
L] [ 3

attendance agreements between the agencies in each IOA.

Intensity: size of resource investment required for membership.

In these I0As the resource investment is for the operation of the

v 9 S~

overall program, not for the I0OA as a separate contribution. The size

of each member's investment is the amount allocated by the’state’ to )

each member according to a state formula on the basis of the programs
and @ervices rendered by the'member in the program plan. Since the

consortium or Qoint powers board actually operates ciassroom programs
and services as well as providing support for member agencies, the
annual overall cost can be extremeiy high For exanpie, a recent i
One-yearﬂbudget for one six- member speciai education consortium was

ovet $4QD,000; for one 16-member arrangement, over one million.

Reciprocity: extent of agreemént about bases and conditions of

exchange. For all the consortia jdentified in this subclass, formal-

mutual agreement is signified by the approvai given by each member

'

agency s board of education to the initial program plan and renewai

: appiications. The plan specifies the bases and conditions of the .

I0A including structure, operation and decision-making procedures,,

—
- Y

LUy .




141, '

’ ‘/3 {9 and the features of tﬁe improvement program. Usually, procedures for,

B3

‘ o ’ .. v .

mediating disagreements among members,a}e also included. -For the I0As

based on joint powers agreements, the boards must approve the agreement

Al

separately from the program plan.’ §

’

-Standardization: extent to which units and procedures for exchange

b

- are fixed. Several units and procedures of exchange are fixed by the

requirements of the Master Plans and are subject to little, if any,
negotia%ion~or,change by members of the I0OA. For example, the amount

of member allocations are, determined by a state forﬁu]a. Similarly,

k-1 - ~a

[

the units and procedures for interdistrict attendance agre?mehts are
set forth in the state Education Code. In addition, the Master Plans_

identify humer'ous responsibilities of each type of agency for develop-

.ing a joint plan.. Other items, ‘such as the particular programs to be

offered by the I0A itse}f and the governance procedures, are determined

by the member agencies. In general, these items are fixed for a period
specified either by the members in the agreement or by external require-

ments for review or renewal of the joint plans.

Types of coordinating mechanisms. There are two types of coordi-

nating nechaniéms in fhis,subc]ass of I0A. Each is employed both in
I0As supporting special education improyéhent efforts and in I0As sup-

porting ROPs.

One type is a ‘consortium arrangement in which member organizations
. . . » .
formulate a consortium or interagency agreement which identifies the

I0A's purpose, the responsibilities of each agency or type of agency,

‘ -
the decision-making procedures for the I0A, and the exchange conditions
relative to implementation, admiﬁistrapion, and operation of .the consor-

tium. One of the members, usually the county office, is designated as

.

—

Y
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the coordinatiné agency ‘or RLA which acts as the administrat}ve and 1
fiscal agent for the IOA. ‘

A coordinating council or steering committee is the pqlicysmaking '
body. Member representatives are usually either the district and county
superintendents or their assigned representatives. The coord{nating
couﬁgﬁl assumes overall management responsibility for the consortium
getiVities as specified in annual plans. Exanmiples of these responsipil- -
ities are: preparing and submitting an annual plang‘gonitoring all
schoo] programs and fac111t1es for compliance.with requirements; devel-

y

opfng and administering a management 1nformat1on system which prov1des -

information necessary for member reports, program evalqat1on, state

reports, and program budgeting; establishing required advisory commit-

tees; disseminating information about consortium activities to district

personnel; staff, and community; assuring that appropriate reports are
\‘ ’

prepared and submitted; and providing staff deve]opment and inservice
training for member ‘agencies. The cqordinating council is directly
responsib]e to the district and county superintendents and to the
district and county boards ot education.

Most ot the actual tasks are carried out by a consortium director
who is r:esp&nsi‘b]e' to the coordinating‘ council. The director's position

usuall}'is a full-time one. In addition there usually are one or two

.

other staff- members (usually full-time also) with consort jum<related

@ .
ro]es. These personne] are most often located in the designated coor-

,d1nat1ng agency, but some may be located in one of the member organiza-

tions. N .

a

At least one and usually two advisory comyittees are required.

for the improvement effort and coordinated by th4 I0A. For speciat

LA
15 .
A
.
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education there are a Citizens' Advisory Committee-(CAC) and a Profes-
51ona1 Development Advisory Committee (PDAC). Aﬂembersh1b in the CAC is
open to the public; the majority of members must be parents of handi-
cappeq ch11dren. Membership «in the PDAC is open to certified staff;
the~majority must be teachers. For both committees apﬁﬁication for o
membership is submitted to the coordinating council which appoints

members from the list of applicants. The committees meet on a regular

basis, the frequency (usual]y once a month) determined by the coordin-

ating council. For the ROPs, there is cur#‘Eulum advisory comm1ttee

composed of rep?esentat1ves from regiongl businesses and industries.
In additiorf there is a Regional Adult and Vocational Education Council
which has tte responsibility for verifying that ROP curriculum does
not unnecessarily duplicate .programs and seryices.

The vther type of coordinating mechanism is estab]tshed under a
joint powers agreement among I0A members. In this type of arrangement,

a joint po&ers board, composed of representatives of member distri;}?jﬂ

is designated as the coordinating agency for administrative, coordina-.

. tive, and regionalized service functions, and one of the member agencies

is designated as the fistal agent for the arrangement. The total number
of seats on the board and ‘the assignment of seats is usually determined
by a formula based on the enrol Iment figures of each member. ' Individual
representatives are chosen-by the boards of education of member agencies.
The boarde may choose a board member, the superintendent, or a director

(special educat;on br ROP director) as its representative. Eath joint

powers board member serves in‘a staggered term of office (usualiy three

»

years). -

52
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As the responsible agency, the joint powers board (sometimeS'desig—’
nated as the governance oouncil) adopts all'policy matters for jointly
'estab]ished and maintained programs (e.g., student eligibility guide]inee
and records curr1cu]um and program services, ;nd fiscal matters such
~as allocation of instructional units, d1str1but1on of funds, and budgetary
guidelines). In add1t1on, the board selects and provides d1rect1on to
'the 10A ¢1rector/coord1nator, develops and approves eva]uat1on plans,

exercises authority to institute dismissal proceedings of 10A personnel,

and establishes procedures for mediating disputes bétween member organ- -

izations and between members and the coordinating agency. The ooard,
through the.consortiom director, is also responsible for negotiating
ontractual services provided for the I10A by nonmember agencies.

Under this type of agreement, the member boards of educat1on and
tne superintendents have authority over programs operated by the member
‘agency. In addition, superintendents are members'of a oommittee wnich'
advises the I0A director concerning annda] allocation of ‘fiscal resources,
development of operat1ona1 procedures and regulations, establishment of
pr1or1t1es for programs and services, and the evaluation of programs and -

services. There may a]sofbe an advisory group composed of directors of

'bstantive<programs'(specia] education or ROP) in each member agency.

jjroup advises the I0A director on matters such as the current status

of—one substantive program area, development of the projected budgat,

implementation of staff development programs for members, and other | .
coordindtion activities assigned to the director. '

The direetor is responsibte to the governance council for coordi—

q - . .
nating the delivery of all joint programs and services, implementing
f * }
all adopted policies, rules, and procedures,.coordinating and monitoring .
o ®

-,
C.

N

)
i
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l

all I0A fiscal reeborces, serving as the IOA representative at appro-_

b

priate meetings' and serving as liaison with the CSDE, hiring and super-
vising personnel for the jointly conducted programs, and coordinating
meetings of the governance council and all advisory committees.

14

Aggree of coupling. In these arrangements there is a very, strong

coupling among the member agenc1es, because of the nature of the “mandated

. improvement effort, the nature of the programs and services supported by

.the I0A, the several forms of agreement entered into by member agencies,

<

and the several levels at which interaction occurg. Although membenb

have several options about how the improvement e;forts may be implemented,
they have no option but to implement the required imprévement effort.

The programs and ser@ices inciuded'in the mandate involve the basic

educational functions of the members--providing teachers, curriculum,

"physica] facilities, support servicee, etc. The requirements themselves

are such that few, if any, of the member agencies could meet them with-
out part1c1pat1ng n the arrangement.

In addition, nembers are linked by two or three forms of agreement.
One is the initial agreement by member agencies, approved by their
boards, to work together in developing and® implementing the 1mprovement
effort. Another is the application or improvement effort plan wh1ch
covers all memberg and which is forpally apprdved by member boards prior
to submission for approval by the CSDE. Inc]uQed in the plan is the
formal statement of agreement-for the I0A. 7 In addition, there : are the -
interdistr%ct attendance agreements among the member agen®ies, which are
authbr{zed by the superintendents. In the“case of joint powers boards,
the agreement_is a separate formal agreement entered into by the boards:

of member agencies. d

O
J -
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In addition to these linkages at the level of the agency boards

and superintendents which empower the arrangeﬁent, there are also
_ linkages among.boards and superintendents through their membership in
the governing bodies of the I0As and in the advisory committees, and

v

amoné superintendgnts through their mémbership in onecof the advisory
. committees. _At zzher levels, there are linkages among the program
directors of member agepcies fon\cqg;xing out the improveiment activities,
..and among teachers and support staff both in their daily activities and
in staff development programs provided by the I0A. There are also %he‘
linkages through the various advi§ony committees. A1l these linkages
provide a multiplexity of ties among members within the I0A itself.

In most instances, participaqﬁ; alse-share membership in at least one

other I0A and many share two or more I0A memberships that support

improvement efforts in other areas.

Operations

- Formalization: extent of exchangé coordination by an intermediary.

-

~ In these I0As, almost all formal exEﬁbnges among members are coofdinated
by the designated coordinating agency through the director or another
stgff member,: or through the agency designated as £he fiscal ageﬁt
(when the f?sca] agent is &ifferent from the designated cobrdina;ing'
agency as in tﬁe case of the' joint powers agreement). In fact, the
essential rgspongjbilities of the director include such exchange coordi-
nation and cover most aspects of the improvement effort: for example,
all joint programs and services inc{uding classes and staff development
activities, fiscal resburces,'meetings of all or most of the governance

-

and advisory committees, and preparation and submission of .all reports

and evaluations.

S




Intensity: frequenqy 0 interaction among members. Given the ;

nature and scope of the improvement efforts supported by these IOAs,
there is a veny high frequency ‘of member interaction. In most, there *
is da11y 1nteract1on between the coord1nating agency staff and many or
all of the member®: In addition, there often are weekly contacts among
44:\hembers through meetings of ope or more of the various IOA committees,
and/or staff deyelopment programs sponsored by the IOA. . The contacts
pertain to the administration of the program and, in the case of special
education IOAS, to identification, assesefgpt, placement, and instruc-

-

tion of individual students.

Reciprocity: directions of exghange. The directidhs 6f exchangg
“are mul;ilatera] on a continuing basis. Not only do members share in
the jointly provided programs and services:of the IOA, thgy also s
exchange, through the interdistrict attendance agreements, at least
some of:the programs operated Qy members themselves.
Ihe‘high degrees of formal?zation, intensity, and reciprocity also
create a high awareness in members about the resources and services
) other members ﬁ%;e avaf1ab1e for the improvement effortrwiih which the
o IOA is associated. However, this awareness appearg\to be confined .

- — ]
primarily to member representatives to the I0A and those representatives

™ . who-participate in I0A activities. That is, member representatives
involved in special education are likefy to be highly aware of the
special- education activities,- services, and resources of other special
, .

L4 education consortium members but are unlikely to be aware of other

member agency, activities in areas such as the Regional Occupational -

-

Proéram,gﬁqé Consolidated Application Program, etc.
v \“ . ‘ . ’ - 'k
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Qutputs r
" Results of the I0A: direct outputs to members and clients.

‘Direct outputs to members include the idp]ementation and coordination
of'all jointly ‘sponsored programs, services, and activities,'Whiph in .
themselves are not only requireq by the improvement effort mandate but
are also basic and essential functions of the member agencies. In
addition, members not only are in compliance with the mandate, .they

also have available a.larger number and broader range of services and

programs :br the students in their respective districts.

> IT.B. Enabled I0A-Enabled Improvement.Effort

The 12 I0As in this subcategory §upport one of three externally
. enabled improvement efforts. Five consortia are associated with the
state-sponsored California School Improvement Program (CSIP). Two
support state-sponsored School Resource Centers. Five are part ot
federally funded Teacher Centers.
Six of the 12 arrangements are intercounty. The number of I0A
=1 members ranges from two to 44. Schoo].d1str1cts part1c1pate in all of
the.I0As, county offices in five, IHEs in five, and other educat jonal
organizations in three. School districts act as the coordindting agency.
for seven of the(iz arrengements, and county offices for five 10As.
There are seven different prgan1zat1ona1 combinations: school districts,
only (five I0As); school districts and county off1ces (two I0As);
Lo districts and IHEs (one 'I0A); districts, county off1ces, and IHEs (two *
I0As); districts, county offices,'andlother educatiena1 organ%zations
(one I0A); districts; IHEs, and other educat1ona1 organ1zat1ons (one
IOA); d1str1cts, county offices, IHES, and other educational organiza-

tions (one I0A). .

k) "*’\f
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.0’ Circumstdnces that led to the IOA As backg ound‘koW'descr1pt1ons

&
oquupport1ng IOAs,/br1ef descriptions of the history, purpose; and col-

laboratwon optlon are given for each of the three improvement programs.tlf'

~

Ca11forn1a Schoo] Improvement Program;jCSIP) The ‘program was

enactedgay‘the Callforn1a 1eg1s1ature (Assemb]y Bill 65) in 1977 aép

. .

parb of a comprehens1ve schoo] finance, b111 cover1ng .grades K-12. oIt

represents an extens1on of the Ear]y Childhood Educatfon Act of 1972.:

(ECE), incorporates many recommendations af the CSDE's.Task Force on

s

)

'ﬁeform in Secondary Education (19767, and meets the requirements. of .the.

/

N .
N / - .
~ .

Serrano dec1s1on on f1nanc1ng pub11c education. [ -.

. * T e

5

The b111 establishes a procesg and* a framework for the initiation.

s

X

and ref&nement of ongo1ng 1mprovement program p]annhng, Jmp1ementat1on,-'

mon1tor1ng, eva]uat1on, and mod1f1cat1on ‘at the school S1te 1eve1.

‘ A]though the proces is defined at the state 1eve1, re?pons1b111ty and

authority for the sybstance of the program rest w1th school Site«coun-

£ =~

c1ls and staff and with district: adm1n1strators and governing boards.

This emphas1s is intended to recognrze the d1vd}§hty of d1str1ct needs

and the cbntexts in wh1ch ‘they occur. By 1?@0 almost half of the N

state s 7, 471 schoo] s1tes and about 75, percent/qf ‘the d1str1cts were i

part1C1pat1ng in CSIP. Partnc1pat1ng schoo]s reo®ive one-year planning’

I

o~‘\:$ grants ahd are e1ig1bTe to receive 1mp1ementat1on funds as ]ong as

4

*

funds are made ava11ab1ea1n the annual state budget.

-

L From the outset of - tge program, the' CSDE has encouraged but not .

requ1red formal co]laboratlon among state, county, and loca1 education

¢

agencies to ass1sf schools and déstricts by'- . ~

..‘.. ,‘- fff;:" v e _.

( A N

o, .

? .

[ 4
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,].' D1ssem1nat1ng accurate and timely’ 1nformat1on on the

expectations of Mhis legislation to the individuals who
‘Wil part1c1pat in school site p]ann1ng.

[ , 4

2. Assistling with the deVeIOpmént of schpol site plans- and
. * providing quaT1ty review and cr1t1que before implementa-
Ve tiono ’ - R o

X . » - .
3. Provid%ng specia]ized assistance-to meet §choo] site.needs,
4. Preparing schqol§ for’ conducting and feeding back the
- \results of on-site program reviews which determine the
degkge to which plans are implemented and their effective-
ness.in.improving educat1ona1 programs. (CSDE-, 1978a, p.9)
Moreover, AB 65 spec1f1ca11y allows two or more distritts to coop-
erate in. conducting program rev1ews. By the fa]] of, 1980 there were
r—-~\~
20 formal csSIp consort1a (including the five ip this study), each of ’

wh1ch received funds and- ot% resoumes from the CSDE in add1t1on to

3the CSIP grants.awarded to-each corsort1um member. _In this study, the

'CSIP consort1a are the on]y 10As. 1dent1f1ed that rece1ve separate

: resource support in add1t1on .to the program improvement funds awarded

to member o n1zat1ons. The nature and extent of these resources are

,descr1bed in the Context descr1pt1ons.

q School Resource Centers. These centers were author1zed by the ° .

' state 1eg1s1ature Jn 1977 (Assemb]y Bill 551) to serve as " taff deveT-

Opment delgivery systems distributed throughout th‘rstate,wh1ch respond

‘y T—

to the expressed needs of client.schools sponsoring school improvement

o programs (AB 65/1977) and Tocal staff development programs (AB 551/
" Article I)" (CSDE, 1979d, p. 1). . One maJor purpose Qf AB 551 programs“ '

S - o ol
and consequentLy-of the* School Resource.Centers, is to promote client

-

ownersh1p by allowing clients (pr1mar11y teachers) to 1dent1fy their

" owWn needs and to dec1de how those needs ean be met. Ip a effort to

9
Fulfin th1s purpose, the maJor1ty of each center's poli board member—

,shipggs composed,of claSsroom teachers. Another maJor purp Se of the

\ L4

- . .
. A o s o~ « . v\&
. [ . )
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centers is to improve "the capac'ities -of county office and school

district personne] for providing for the "ne"e'ds of students-and for

¢ tjonductmg the1r own staff development programs" (CSDE,g]979d p. 1).

-1

Author1z1ng legis]ation spec1f4’ca11y states that‘centers may be .
deve]oped and supported cooperatively by some comb1nat1on of districts,
county off[c_es, and IHEs. Five of the six centers that exist statew1de

3 in’volvce collaboratiye arrangemerrts. . _ ’

L I

v g Teacher Centers.%‘ This federaT]y sponsored program was originally .

- auLthor1zed under the Higher Education Act of 1965 and* amended-in the « u

Educat1on Amendments Act of 1976 (PL 94-482). The 1eg1slat1on was . .
actively supported by 'eeachers, prmarﬂy through their profess1ona1
0 an1zat1ons., Some purposes’of' the Teacher Centers Program aret ta -.: s

provide inserviee and 'staff deve]opnmgnt programs that respond ‘to needs.

defined by teachers themsegves; to take advantage of teachers‘ expertise

: in deve]oping and carry1 ng out staff des'/elopment act1v1t1es\, and to “ L

-

prov1de '1ncreased opportun1t1es and resources for teachers to renew . B

Jtheir knowledge and skills and prepare for new]y ernerg1ng ro]es and

- *

3 .
requ1rements. A . - ‘, - .
S v N ' :
Federa] funds are_awarded on \fhe basis’ of cornpetlt}a\app]icata'on
from lTocal schools, districts, intermediate service agencies, or insti-

tutions of .higher education. Each center is gogerned by a local poiicy

4+

. . o v, » -
board which, by law, mist. contain_a majority of classroom teachers. oL |
. ) . - _0% .
2 ‘~' . * ’ ' ) . - ! R
elontéat . - . v ! , ' . -
» ’ Genera] cowratﬁe environme‘nt° emphasis/support for collabora- - ..

t1on externa] -to the 10A. For CSIP consortla maJor externa] emphas1s/

on co]]aborat1on comes from the CSDE whwﬁas encouraged the ,,notwon

"‘ . . ofa schoo] 1mprovement nétwork assoc1ated w1th CSIP. As orte me®ms of . = .

? . .
\‘l . x - . .. ‘ }l ) . R -
" " ‘ . ) ) » . ’
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/’organrzations, and from an active Office of Staff'Deveiopment in the

‘providing direct assistance to consortia and also of focusing attention
on coliaboration,\the CSDE established a Consortia Support Serv1ce ]
Unit in early 1980. For SCﬁool Resource Centers, and Teacher. Centers, l‘w
externa] 1nterest comes from a strong qua51fonma1 statewide network of -

1ndiv1duais who have staff deveiopment respon51b111t1es in their own

-

CSDE. A]though primany,attention of both groups s focused on improve-
gnent effdrtsg they giue considerabie support’to collaborative'aspects
uef the programs.; In addition,uthe concept and practice of Teacher

Centers is strong]y supported by many profeSSionai teacher organizations

%hether pr not the organizations participate ‘as members of Teacher

’ v
Center 10As.
j/( - M ‘ °A / ) /. [
. ‘Resource availability: number and types of resources external to

member organizations. During the [1979-80 sch001 -year, CSIP consortia

received CSDE funds edu1vaient to $50 per schooi that was rece1v1ng

-~

funds from AB 65, ESEA Title I, and the Stdte Compensatory Education '

(\
Pfogram. In additioh they were awarded $400 for each secondary school
/

scheduled to undergd a review of,its school improvemeént Rrogram. The ,
‘CSDE also provides consuitant ;nd technical assistance services through\
the Consortia Support‘Unit and numerous publications relatedlto_both '
'the CsIP process and coilaboration. *Training for and coordination of f
the program rev1ew process aiso is pr0v1ded by the department. . )
For Teacher Cenfers and School Resource Centers, the major external
rasources are awards from respective fundnng agencies. In addition,
the Mationai Institute of Education upports an 1nformation and resource

networking program, Teachers' Cente S EX hange, based 1n a Bay Area R&D

agency.‘

-



Structure

Forma11zatqon degree of official agreement given to the exchange

by member organ1zét1ons. A1 these arrangements'must have the siénatory
- approval og formal endorsement of the chief executive officer and most
include approval by the member governino bodies. CSIP consortia agree-
C:T//nents are developed by member representatives who serve on the steer1ng
committee with input from. each member and assistance, as requested from
the CSDE, county office of education, and/or other.established consortia.
The agreement primarily describes planned condortium d€tivities. If the
consortium plans to conduct offfcia] program reviews, the dgreement also
nust meet requirements_of the‘Ca]ifornja Administrative Code, Title 5,
Sect ions 4070.and 4071. For example, review instruments and procedufes . .
nust be the same as those used by the'CSDE; districts must establish an
agreement approved by each board that specifies procedures for conduct-

ing, monitoring, and evaluating the review process; and the agreement ™ .

must describe how costs of the review will be covered (CSDE, 198Q).

- S ,
The consortium agreemgﬁf:fiiih;erves as a legal contract bet.een the
. consortium members and the .. o -
Jointly submitted proposals usually serve as the agreement mechan-

ism for Teacher Center and School Resaurce Center I0As.

Intensity: size of resource investment required for membersh;p.

- A major resqurce 1nvestment in CSIP consortia is staff time to partici-
pate in regular operations and activities of the IOA. Members are
’ ' encouraged to support these costs with centralized seruice funds or
with funds allocated by schools for staff development. Other resources
invested £4m inc]ude.meeting space, clerical supportGpand materials;
External funds for, Teach&Centers and School Resource Centers

»

usually cover all or most of staff salaries, and at least some mater1a1s,

ERIC o :
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consultant fees, and release time. The coordinating agencj;often

‘
[y

A provides office and center space and utilities. Other members provide

release time for policy board members, workshop ‘and conférence materials,

“

fees, and-space.

2 L

Reciprocity. extent of agreement about bases and conditions of

/( exchange. For all these arrangements, the bases and conditions of

2 [ °

exchange are negotiated as part of the agreement or proposa] In most

Acases the respons1oj11ties of edch agency or each type of *agency are

L 4

spei]ed oute in some details in those documents. Subsequent disagree-\\\\
ments or desired changes are worked out by, the steering committee or

policy board. Substantial changes can be ref]ecteg in addenda to~CSIP
. hd *
consortia agreements or in revised work scopes for Teacher Centers and .

School Resource Centers.

Types of coordinating mechanisms. CSIP consortia are governed by

J

a steering committee composed of the CSIP project dire%tors/coordinators

from each organization. This group is responejb]e for IOA decisions )
« with advisory input from School Site Councils and District Advisory

Counciis. One of the steering commi ttee members is designated as con- -

tact'person with the CSbE and @also usually serves as the coordinator -

for consortium meetings, activities:‘an;mcomnunications. In most of

the consortia, the same 1nd1v1dua1 serves as coordinator from year to

year; one ‘consortium rotates this role among members: In either case,

the role itseif is an additionaiipart~time responsibiiity. '

. The coordfgating mechanisns for Teacher Centerseand Schooi'Resoorce
Centers gre policy boards, of which the majority of members are classroom

= teachers.. Policy board members are selected according to procedures

estabfished in policy board bylaws and/or'in accordance with guidelines
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provided by the sponsoring agency. The pblicy board is responsible

for the direction of the center and for hiring the coordinator/projéjii ' .

director. The coordinator is responsible for administrative and -

program mtters, and for directing other center staff mgmberg. The \\\\"//////’-

coordinator usually is a full-time position, and in larger” centers

.

there also are two or three, other staff.

. . Degree of coupling. In all these aﬁranéements coupling occurs at
. <

mJ1t1p1e levels. Members of CSIP consortia have 1inkages at the dis~

trict level through steering committee: members, D1str1ct Adv1sory
s

Councits, and other d1str1ct staff who part1c1pate in consort1um-spon-
sored activities. Additionally, there are coup11ngs among CSIP -schools
in participating distr}cts through staff involvement in trainihg and
review activities. There are also couplings among School Sitjhgouncils
whose members participate in planning and training activities.

#oupling aﬁﬁ%g Teacher Center and §choo]‘Resource Center members
occurs through policy board representationﬁ, workstops, and conferences.

Y

In addition, the centers themselves provide oppoftunities for a variety

of contacts among teachers who use the information and consulting

resources at the center facilities.

oo . For most of these consortia, member organ1zat1ons have formal con-

L nections with at least one or two fellow mgmbefs in at least-one other’ -

.

I0A, such as a special education consortium.

Operations

. s
Formalization: extent of exchamnge coordination by-an intermediary.
\ 7

“In most of these I0As, a major portion of coMmunfcation and information

¢

gexchangé,~meetin99; workshops, e%c.‘aré coordinated by the project . ¢

L 4

_ director or contact person. However, in CSIP consortia coordination
o - . j_"'-*

\
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responsibilities may be 'shared among memBers as a way to accommodate
° the'part-time status of the coordinator's’role. In Teacher Centers and
School Resource Centers,-some forms of exchanges (e.g., those're1ated to
policy board meetings and dectsions) may be coordinated by other member
representatives. In addition; the nature and purpose of centers is such
that many exchanges of information and other resources will be conducted .
© by indi&*hua}.participants rather than_throUQh,designated coordinators

or other staff. . ‘ /_

Intensity: f%equency of’interaction among members. Formal meet--- |
ings of I0A governing bodies usually occur once a month. However, for
most of these arrangements, there are nume ®us forms of more frequent
interaction. CSIP consortia steering committee members may meet more*,
often for the purposes of reviewing plans and program review documents,

and conduct1ng or part1c1pat1ng in training sessions and.u\sgshops. They/,‘
,,a]so may consult 1nd1v1dua11y with CSIP schools in other member d1str1cts

» for similar purposés_as well as consulting frequently with other steering

/

committee members. . . / -
. ; One purpose of Teacher Centers and School Resource Centers isto.

/ ' .

provide sharing of 1nformat1on and ideas. Most provide formal exdhange
l

o opportun1t1es on a-weekly or b1week1y basis through short- and bong-
term workshops, seminars, or on-s1te 1nserv1ce tra1n1ng sessions.

These are in addition to individua]ized act1v1t1es, ad hoc sess1ons, “

and study groups which take place daily at the centers. / o *

-

r} .
. a

Outputs . )
Resu]ts of the I0A: direct outputs to members and clients. For -,

' the IOAs themse]ves outputs are represented by goods and services such

.. as workshops, training programs, program reviews, and products such as
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newsletters, handbooks, and' curriculum guides. For CSIP consortia . B
~ members, the resu]ts‘can include development of an apbroved plan, a‘ <L_/”
successful program review, and increated staff skills (é.g., planning,
evaluation) through participation in workshops and tfaining sessions.

For grganizational members of Tg:cher Centers and School Resource
Centers; results may include increased communication between fac:$$y
and admin%stration. For tpdividua]s in member orgénizafibns,'resuTﬁf

~ may include increased access to information resources, consultation
on classroom issues and questions, fncreased communication with teachers
in other schools and districts, and additional graduate or district

D

credits for participation in programs and workshops.

III. FREESTANDING ARRANGEMENTS ‘

Freestagding arrangements are established, maintained, ;nd sup-
ported primarily or ;o]e]y by‘member organizations. The arrangements
may support mindated }mprovement efforts (III.A.),‘enabled improvement

efforts (I1.B.), or freestanding improvement efforts:(III.%‘).

- 3
Lo «

III. A. Freestanding 10A-Mandated Improvement Effort

There are four arrangements in this subclass, all of which are
]

associated w1f52:rof1c1ency assessmeqt’requ1renents estab1¥shed by the

.California legislature in 1976. Ihe number of members ranges from
}

five to 28, and the membership of each is composed of a county office

and school districts. A1l four are intraéounty aryangements, and

[

three are located ip the same colinty. E’

S,

-

History C
C1rcumstances that led to the I0A. Profibiency te§ting require-'

. ments were finSt established by the Ca]1fdrn1a 1egislature in ‘1976 under °

17 a ~
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Assemb]y Bill 3408 and were amended slightly in 19??“3;;;;4222;;s1y

Bill 65, which also authorized the California School Improvement Pro-
gram. The mandate requires that each California school district must

establish perfprmance standards and develop tests tq'measure student,
proficiency in reading, writing, and math. The 1ayxa1so requires com-
munity involvement in setting the bas}c standards. | Involvement must
include parents representative of the district‘s;gscioeconomic composi-
tion, teachers, counselors, school adm1n1strators, and,,1n the case of

E secondary districts, students. Fo]]ow-up lTegislation (XB 801) further ' .

spec1f1es that separate passing sceres must be set for each of the three

v
general .areas to be tested. Students nust be tested at least once .
between grades % through 6, once between grades 7 through 9, and twice
in grades 10 and 11. é/\

Under the Taw, districts are a11owed the option of setting special
standards for exceptiohal students. The d174erent1a1 standards must be
included in the\student's individua] education hrogram.

Beg1nn1ng with the 1980-81 séhoo] year, high schools must begin , j
w1thho1d1ng d1p1omas from 1981 seniors who do not meet the prof1c1eney |
standards set by their districts. A student who fa11s the prof1c1ency ‘ 7
tests must be 1nv1ted along with h1s/her parents or guard1ans, to meet

.with school personne] to review the student,s situatien and to learn <

what plans -the school has to prov1de remed1a1 1nstruct1on, also requ1red

by the law, to assist the student in mastering the requ1red bas1c skills.

In’addition, the law prohibits the CSDE from performing a regu]atony
rple and restricts it to providing Jocal districts |with information and .
technica1 assistance in the form of a framework fof assessing student

_proficiency.

Q . | :';
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6
ment efforts were estab]1shed ‘almost immediately after passage of the

- . Three‘bf ‘the fouf arrangements ‘supporting the prbfic%ency assess- ‘ |

1976 ]eg1s]at1on. The fourth was established in 1979 to support member
efforts to exercise ehe specia) education options allowed by the law.

In general, the formal arrahgements were initiated by member districts’
_to'identify'and share the exteps{ve reseurces needed by each to'comply
with the mandate. In particular, districts were interested in acquiring
end sharing EXpertise.resources whieh are not commonly found in district
staffs. In .additi®n, they believed that déveloping common models of
standards, tests, procedures, and policies would provide each with 57_1
‘strong legal base-in case of.future court challenges to the requirements
and procedures adopted by individual members. The county offices were

asked to assume the role of the coordinating agency and to provide

leadership in organizing the consortia.

Context

General cooperative environment:. emphasis/support for collabora- \

"» tion external to the I0A. In addition to the-CSDE's general encourage-
\

o ment for collaboration and the resources described .in the following
paragraphs, the co]f;borative efforts of these I0As have been indirectly’
N supported by the Greater Bay Area County Superintendents' Council. This
group has sponéored area-wide workshops on proficiency assessment issues
. and has worked to identify respurce sources for council members and It
their respective districts. In additioh,”there has. been a genera]'shar~

, ing of information, expertise, ahd experIence,between‘several non-10A
. q\ ' . =
county offices and these I0As. v - S 5

.. .~
YN Vows

Resource availability: number andigxpes df resources external to

e

: member orgaqizat1ons. In these four arrangemeﬁts, all, of the fisca]

Q v

ERIC . B N
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resources are prov1ded by the member agencies. Resources widely avail-
?

able from sources externa] to the I0A itself are pr1mar11y the 1nforma-

¢

" tion and technical assistance provided by the CSDE. Included in CSDE

]

resources are a proficiency assessment newsletter, a clearinghouse for

materials and information lochted in the state department, a series of ,' @
resource and technical ‘assistance guides;ﬁand a series of conferences * . -

and training workshops. In addition, the consortia ftave .drawn on - -
consult ing resources in proficiency assessment and test deueTOpment
available through research and development agenc1es and IHEs located in -
the area. Also, the 13 county off1ces of education in the study area .

have. 401nt1y sponsored workshops on developing assessment mater1a]s.

;'J

»

Structure

Formalization: dggree of official agreement given to the exchange

by members. In this subclass each 10A is‘based on an interagency
o ;
agreement between the coord1nat1ng agency and each IOA member. The

agreement sets forth the respons1b111t1es of eachfparty, the duration
of the agreement, and the amount of the member's contribution to the
I0A diring the tewm of the agreement. The member agencies' superinten-

dents must approve the initial agreement and each renewal, which is

[ Qi

~

usually annual. N |

Intensity: s1ze of resource investment requ1red for membership.

The size and scope of the tasks to be accomp11shed by the I10A are

reflected in the rather sizable initia].contributions required and the

_terms set forth for agencies that wish to join atea later date. The

amounts ‘are decided by the member agencies through the I10A coordinatingf -

committee. e L e por
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. For example, in ope 12-member IOA, the first year's contribution,
from each of 11 districts was $2,000.; fhe coordinating agency (the
county-office) matched the total district member dmount of $22,000.

In thé;§eeond year, the district contribution was 55,000 each, for a
total of $55,000, and again the coordinating-agency matched the dis-'
trict member total: In succeeding years, the annual district member
contribution has been about.$500’eachﬁqpnd the coordinating agency hes
contributed about $50,000 each year. ‘ . ’

This T0A estab]ished a policy that any agency that wants to join
at a later time must contribute the tota] amount that an original dis-
trict member would have made from the I0A's inception. ThiS policy was
deve]oned at the outset of the I0A on the belief that all members must
share equally in the costs as we]l as the benefits of the consortiun;

In addition to the fiscal contribution, member agencies contribute
the staff time for representatives to part1c1pate in meetings and

workshops, and in-kind services such as facilities for meetings. - The

B -

coordjnating agency also contributes the coordinator's time and some
X L . ~ ,

sypport personnel time. ( ‘/ ‘ ‘ oy

. Reciprocity: extent of'abreement about bases and conditions of

exchange. The bases andxconditions of exchange are determined by"‘;

.

@

member oran1zat1ons‘khrough the1r répresentat1on¢9n the coord1nat1ng

comm1ttee. Under this c1rcumstance, there is genera] agreeme t by all

part1es about the exchange and the responsﬁbil;t1es of varlo S men/erg
[ 4 ~

Standardization: extent to wh1ch ‘units and procedures for exchange

are fixed. -'The units and procedures for exchange are f1xed to the

extent that they are genera]]y spe]]ed out in the 1nterhgency agreement.

Since the agreements are usua]]y reviewed and renewed an an annual basis,

o
\“
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the terms of the agreements may be revised at the time of review. In p

addition, it seems possible for the coordinating committee, as the

policy-making group, to revise‘the agreement at~any time. However,

any new agreement would rqpuire the final approval of superintendents
'_in member“agencies. ' , '

Types of coordinating mechanisms. All four of these arrangements

have essentially the same type of coordinating mechanism. In each, the

county office is the de51gnated coord1nat1ng agency responsible for
administering the 10A.budget and joint act1v1t1es and services. - One .
county office staff member is assigned to the coordinator role on a
part-time basis and one or more other cJL;iQ off1ce personne] also
assist with coordination activities and/or part1c1pate in IOA activi-
ties.y A coordinating committee, composed of one reoresentative from 4
each member district, makes alf dec1s1ogs about the I0A budget, activi-
t1es, and respons1b111t1es of member agenc1es.
"In three of ‘the arrangements, the-representatives are curriculum
’directors or- coordinators., In the«fourth,'special educatiion adminis- o
" trators represent their agenc1es. — * . ‘ .
Although the coord1nat1ng comm1ttee has worked as a full group to
develoﬁ‘many of the prof1c1ency assessment mode]s and products, most of
‘ . the work is dqne by sma]]er.task forces that. make reco;mendat1ons to the
coord1nat1ng comm1ttee. Task force membersh1p primarily includes’ coor-

d1nat1ng comm1ttee representat1ves but other member personnel also serve )
on these gﬁoups. In many instances;fexternal consultants work with the

' task forcehto deveiopfproducts such as test items and performance indi-
cators. In other 1nstances, consulfants are hired to do a complete task

such as deweloping a manua] on eva]uating writing skiiﬂs. The decision
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to use conwkzants in either capacity rests with the coordinatmg com/
., ' - %
oo \mjttee. . The contract is negotiated and admimste‘red by éhe coordi nator
‘ .-9 - » % . ’ 3
w» 77 on’behalf of theI0A. . . oo , k{f\

P R ' »

~4 4 !

Degree of couphng Link'a'ges among I0A mé?ﬁbers occur at three E

levels: at the superintendent level .for the formaﬂ 1nteragb\r¢e?€agree-'

ment; at the ‘lexel of the coordinating committee representatives and' /

-

' - | task“forece members; and at the level of schoo] persénnel who part1c~1-
- .
_ pate in some of the workshOps. The strongest ties are’ among the )
\ a . )

curriculum administrators who serve on tke-coordinating committee N

~. . .and Yﬁember representatives gho “s/erve*on the task force.

, . .
\,In each of these four arra(gew\eggi member orga‘mzations have

~

numerous ties through other 104g. For xamp]e, all five agencies in

q9 - N =

. o% IOA share membership in three other IOA,s. In one of the 12 member %

arrangements, aTﬂ 12 agencies a]sb part1c1®\together in four,,other .
S

... o b

- arrangements (which aﬁso 1nc1ude other age Yo In botji examp]es,

~ - " \

o
1, ’ most of the agencf’s are represented in each IOA by a d1fferent . -"

1ndiv1dua1 and/or a different subunit.- . . ) ‘ '
Q ) . . . . “‘n_:f k. : ) - -

0 er‘at 'en

- R . .
“ . . ) .

malfzation extent of exchange coordinataon by - an 'mtermedia_y.

W The cor??r;t‘im coopdlnator fac;htates most of the I0A aotnvft]es. ’

" oL :C°°Y‘d1nat10n r‘espons1bﬂities 1nc1ude ooordinating all or most of the I

N : committee and%‘sk, force meetings, making most’ of the arrangements for

\ - +

"y
workshops and confer‘ences, and d1sseminat1n"g informatioh and m(rials
Ca ! \ produced by t'he gnsortiur?to mémbe,r a’genc,ies. '&Qz" " - PR \
’%% ko Intensity fr quency of interaction among “members. - The nature of ° :

.~ \ .
-';’ i': ..the activrties suppor,ted by t)1e IOA and the dead]ines for 1mphcmenting
LT

«

the, proficiency standards and- testr@ctated a regu]ar ard very high ©o

- - . -

. . . . -
; ; s . Ce
» . * ‘ ¢ ., . - .
FRIC - : % ST e g .
<Yy . . -t 9Fc . - !
- Ao roviied oy ERic - . .
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degree of 1nteract1on, part1cu1ar1y dur1ng the f1rst two or three years

-

-

of the arrangement. Taken together, the coord1nat1ng committee anhd . °:,
L task force neet1ngs provided for weekly int ract1on for the purpose of - ““;,
work1ng on var1ous products to be deve]opej§> The workshops and confer- {
‘ T ences provided opportun1t1es for per1od1c contacts among a broader - I\»,";;
range of member personnel. In\add1t1on, the coordinator has almost f
dai]y contact with*one*or more of the member representatives to '

exchange or pr6v1de 1nformat1on about some aspect of I0A work. .

Rec1proc1ty“ d1rect1ons of exchange. In these I0As, th% member

districts contribute equa] dollar amounts, share the dec1s1on-mak1ng

L4

responsibi]itiés and actual development-tasks, and share equally in ] >

e - .

the use .and benefits of products, models, and activities of,the I0A. ,

N -
P . N . . - d
- .
N c. . Y . ,':-/
’ S * L4

OutEUtS N N : . . »”(.. . e awy ',..-

- PR

direct output§\to I0A mgmbers 1nc1ude the coord1nat1on of most IOA-

-
lﬂ'

re]ated tasks and act1v1t1es and a series of products that, are avan]- ' s

~ A

ab]e for- gach member to use in 1ts mode] form or to adapt. The

products 1ncTude mode] packages for prof1c1ency assessment standards,

<

\ 1nstruments and procedures mpde] board of educat¥er_peticies and -,

- LY

procedures for sett1ng.proﬁ1c1ency standards and test 1tem.banks ' .o [
o
,/' ma1nta1ned by the coord1nat1ng agency. Member personne] have rece1ved X °
“ .- .
i tra1n1ng Jn stendard sett1ng and test agm1n1strat1o3u‘ Perhap$§ the , L
- ¥ ’

L;a' <X most amportant outcome is “that member d1str1cts are able to estab11sh >
4‘*' ' and maintain’ comp]iance w1th the mandate. Iz;yﬂﬁ*t1on, the Jo1nt1y .' -

deve]oped node]s .and procedures prov1de a- common base of suppOrt i

the event of legal cha]]enges to indfvidual d1str1cts standards and

-~ -4 . ’ . “ . - ~--,.,‘_
. teSt.S- ] . .. { . . 2 "‘('E(‘ M
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III.B. Freestanding I0A-Enabled Impriovement Effort

Y

)

~ = "7 'The six collabdkative improvement efforts in this sut;category Ty
.o %y, » .7 : . :, - .
receive a1l or most of their resource support from federal grant or . .~
, ¢ . . - . ¢ .

contract funds... A singlé Bay Area R&D agency participates"in five of \

the arrangemnt;, w1th one subun1t of that organ1zat1on part1c1pat1ng
0 o » o, > '
1n three of the f1ve IOAs. N ) e PO
On]y one of the Six is an mtracounty IQA one 1s 1nte.r ounty, and

y KNS

l
four are 1nterstate._ T'he s1ze,»of the 10As ranges from two to, nine mem-

4

R . bers w1. five. comb1nat1dns of organ1zat1ons. ’I’hree of the arrangements

° .

_involve a single \R&D agency with a-state department of education.--One -~ - — -
s, r—

T ¥ includes multiple R&D agé>nc1es and- one an.IHE. One includes school
: ,.." d1str1cts and other educational agenc1es.w One is composed of mu’(xple\/:\

institutions of higher education and R&D agencies and one other |educa- R

' ‘ , . ) ,' s, ) . . - . r . |
tioral agency. For five of the I0As, an R&D agenci> serves as thé{ ' oL
b P . ' ' ) ‘ B . ' - 3 .4- . t' ' {.
' . coordinating agency. The remaining IOA.is coordindted by a choo}\' '
' district. ’ e . . -
. I ‘. o ". ’
- 5 - " ; R R N 4
* ~-History [ s . =z .

Gircumstances®that’ led to the 10A.. All of “these, [0As
. o v . T

v * by ane or more ember qrganization‘sd Three re formed to reswnd to

-

exte;_gal'r‘eguests’ or proposals (RFPs): o to conduct research on >

s

: ~
- N b1hngua1 educat1on instruction, one to prdv1de techn‘ica] ass1stance / .

. for- bas1c skills 1mprovement proaects one to design and implement a
¢ ¢

career planning 1nventory system that mﬂ be un1form1y used by ‘member - N |
, . <
' . .
organizat'lons in student career counseHng and. cla’ssroem programs. . The.
o o

2'. ™ other three: IOAs wgre formed 1n order to. carry out, some aspects of a

b broad'&eﬁ ned program conducted by an R&D agency a1med &\t supporting

.
i
. & i
W~ . |
- » N . » \
o . . ® ' - ' ' "
\)4 ] ~ % . L V - N » < .’ o
’
. o A . he
,
* * .
Proved b ERIC
‘
. . .
.
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improvenent -oriented dissemination a\X(

stafe ragion. A]though all three arrangements share a common focus en '

} staff‘deve]opment in general the‘part1dh1ars of each 1mprovement effort” ° tN
o and fOA were based on the needs and resources of part1c1pants ih,each
o arrangement. One focuses on tra1n1ng school and district personne] '
. to plan .and 1mp1ement improved read1ng programs. One focuses on pr1n- o : .
‘ - c1pa1 staff deve]opment for 1nstruct1ona1 1eadersh1p. Qne focuses on | B

adm1n1strat1ve staff deve10pment for-competency assessment and _instruc-

’ »

<. - 'tional 1eadersh1p. N . ) S .
y ° ' : ' - ' a :
’ . Context . - . - : : ‘ e

. I
General cooperative environment: emghas1s/support for collabora-

'

tion external to the LbA.\ For most of these arrangements, the pgimary

impetds for Collaboration comes from the member organ1zat1ons. Four
are interstate IOAs and’ thus ard’subJect to a different and larger

L} 9 —_—
env1ronment than the co]]aborat1ve 1nf1uences in Ca}1forn1a. In par-

M

t1cu1ar, membe¥s in the -two largest arrangements (basic sk1lls‘an _;//% N

b111nguaJ) are usual ly 1n compet1t1gn with one another for grants and .
N A
contracts s1m11ar to’ those supbort1ng the present. IOA. Moreover, they
0*

’Fﬁf . could have beén 1n compet1t1on for the present contracts. .

’

.

- ) "Resource ava11ab111ty number “and . types 8f resources externdl 'to

merber organ1zat1ons. For three 10As, most~gr all of the fiscal

- - >

K resou:ces é%me g{om the external sponsor. In'

e \ L]

N . . . 4 -
ee they are a]located .
. to member agenc1es on.the basrs of their part1cu1ar tasks and level of

¢
effort (e. g., number of staff and length of time required to complete
“ the tasks) For the other three, the external nesources support a

1arger programmatic effort in.the R&D agency member .and cover all or
PN

most of th&t~§gency 3 IOR\contr1butlons. For the other member in each

L]

lQl) : . . ' ‘a
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IOA (SDEs), there, are few, if any, d1rect fiscal contr1but1ons to the

l

arrangement. Howeyer, other resources such as release time and meeting’

. space are contributed.4 \ : B ,
. - /
- Struecture ) , . e

*"Formalization: degree of officia] agreement given to the exchange

by member organizations. - Three of the arrangements require the author-
ization of the chief exegative officer for each member (basic skills,

bilingual, career planningj. These arrangements involve jofntJy sub-

Amitted proposa]s'which represent a legal contract among;members and

“between members as a group and the sponsor1ng agencyu The arrangements

are also reflected as line items in each member's organ1zat1ona1 budget.-

Agreements for the other three represént‘off1c1a1 and formal member -

comrhitments, but aremnot legak.contracts and are not ref]ected in_the~

-

organizational budgets of members.

Intensity:« size of resource investment required for membership.

v

Th1sﬁproperty is covered under resource availability.

Rec1proc1ty extent of agreement about, bases and. conditions of

' exchange. Fothhe three arrangements based on requests for proposals,
the bases and conditigns are largely def1ned by the nature of the RFP’

. and the,tashs toabe.conducted. Bdsic agreement‘about 3m1ch organization
'conducts and/or participates gnleach'éésk and how the'task will be con-

ducted must be reached in order -to submit a proposa] and is represented

-

par%?c1pat1on in the*project. o ] _'\;'
5 vy -
In the other arrangements, the general léveﬁ of agreement is nego-

t;g;ed at the outset of each proJect. However; sdme renegotjations

L}

ﬁi/ozchn\per1odica11y about the overa]T scope of the proJects and about )

r
o w,

. the focus of act1v1t1es to be. conducted. LT
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Standardization: extent to which units and procedures for exchange

are fixed. For'arrangements based on RPFs, all major units and proce-
A dures are fixed by the RFP itself and/or by the proposal. Changes in
. any of these major 1tems wou]d reau1re approval by the external sponsor.
For the other 10As, most un1ts and procedures are f]ex1b1e and can be
adjusted or changed upon member agreement without externa] approval. 2

) . SRV
Types of coord1nat1ng mechan1sms. A1l but one I0A have some form

of steering committee which is responsible for po]icy decisions, In
addition, all have a designated. fiscal agency which administers external

_funds and provides pr1mary liaison ith the external sponsor. There is
& . &
also a progect director who 1s respons1b1e for genera1 prbaect adminis-
+ ) ﬂ
, trat1on. For these IOAs, there are also one or more advisory groups.

Degree of coup11ng. The contractua] nature of these arrangements

prov1des the strongest tie among members of three 10As. A]though -in
these arrangements 1t is pos51b1e that any one. of the members eould
« -* have conducted,the project a1one, ‘once the I0A was formed and the -
LI . contract awarded, external resources to carry out the proaect became
' dependen& in large measure on the eont1nued part1c1pat1onﬁgf most, 1f o
not all, members. Fo;Tthe*otheh three, externa] resources for the
part1cu1ar improvement proJect do not depend on the contfnuat1on of
the IOA. At least some o t7e act1v1t1es'choq be conducted by either.
member alone or without ai>Frma1 supporting arrangement. ' '
In all six; most mémbers have several ties w1th some or most other
<% . membérs. However, a1though the ties may overlap -in t1me, the formal"
I0As tend to be period1c rather than regu]ar. and most dre for fixed N

L

.te[ms rather, than for sustained 1ong-term relationships.

¥

4
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Formalization: extent of exchange ooord1nat1on by an 1ntermed1ggxa

Most steertng committee. meetings and meet1ngs of adV1sory groups are
arranged and conducted by the Coovdinatjng agency. Task force meetings
may be coordinated by andther member.- In addition, many workshops and '

technical assistance services for client groups are,coordinated and s

conducted by another member. However, there are many forﬂaJ exchanges

of information and consultation between members that are not coord1nated

<
By
U

by any other intermediary agent or agency.

"Intensity: freguency of interaction among members. Due to the

. interstate nature of five I0As, face-to-face contacts among most of . S

the'IOA memberd are limited brimarily to regular’steering committee
meetings usua]ly held no more\than once a month. However, there may - S
be additional meetings among subgroups of member.organ1zation$. Other BN
forms of commdh1cat1on?Epart1cu1ar1y phone calls, prov1de the primary

means of 1nteract1on.;35hrough these forms, there is regular, often

- P

|
weekly commun1cation among members, espec1a1]y between the coordinating

" agency and other members. © ' ) R

»

Reciprocity° directions of exchange. Exchange usually flows

y

fairly evenly among members, pr1mar11y 1n the form of ihformation and .-,

. Y

expertise needed to- accomplish their joint tasks. In addit1on,.f1ve | 8’

'of the arrangements provide some type of service to. a,glient group or

groups outs1de the member organizations. ‘In these instances, there is

an exchange flow from one or more members to the clients. , S

-

-Outputs \'; y " ’ t . 7 : .

.Results of thgdeA diregt outputs to members and clients. In '

all six arrangenents, there areé tangib?e product's such as news]etters,
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port,some form of staff develépment effort, Two,

4

ment. .Six of the 14 s

gﬁach of the four rgmaining arrangements support d1fferent 1mprovement
e

fforts: an env'ronmenta] project; dissem1;%t1on of impromement

e me——- — L T ——— }

resources infofmation; statewide curriculum deve]opment;,and\sgatewide

N educational planning.. Membership size tanges from thfée to 59 organi-

»
* v"A
, A
- LI
z.,,no

Fixe 6? the. a*range@ents are 1ntercounty._ Couaty offices partlcw-'

° zat1ons.

Ppate {h and serve as coond1nat1ng agencieg for all 14, In two.of these

L 10As, school disfricts’are:the only other ;ér&icipants.' 15 one there
are only county offiees. In two, the SDE also participé%es,‘and in one

" the Pther organizations are 1HEe. Also in twq'.the oPher members ere'

other educational organizations. Non-educatjonal organizations are } o

N

ba;tieibaﬂts in stil] two othe?s..lOne arrangement'ﬂas school diétricts . . |
Ah%non educational agedfies 1n addition to the county off1cee One h§§

' schoq} distr1cts IHEs, and non-educat1ona1 organizations w1 h the

. county of fice. v .
\ - . 4 - PR 3
. : "' . { 7 S— '
History - v ~ e S X
D ’ ¢ ‘ 4
* Cicumstances that led to ghe IOA. The orlgin of all these arrange-
T~ I

‘ments grew primarily out of 1nforma1 discuss1ons among a few 1nd1v1duaJS ' 4
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in two or three of the organizations. In most instances, there were

severaf months to a. .year or more of informal interaction mostly

.involving increasingly regular and frequent meetings and'information

o

exchange and a few. jointly sponsored activities (esg., a workshop).
As commsnications“and activities increased, additional organizations
were invited to participate and to share the-costs of activities..

Eventua]iy, members agreed that a formal arrangement could~pro@\de a

:dnore stabie resource base for shared act1v1t1es and that regularly

shared activities and resources would reduce unnecessary duplication

and costs. ' C o

- Sen ki ——— i e

. Context : . T ’ . -

A

General cooperative environment:’ emphas1s/support for col]abora-

tion -external to the IOA. _ Most ofs the ‘educational organizations also

. -
participate in some other external]y required or enabled collaborative

arrangement, especially in ones sponsored by the CSDE. In this regard,

these TOAs are influenced by the CSDE emphasis on co]laboration. How-

zever, there is no externa] emphasis specifically far these projects.

Resource avaiiability number and types.of resources e;%ernal to
</

member organizations. Only three of these ITAs have successfully

. /
sought out externai fiscal resources. These were grants awarded for

»

~ . - .
-

) ' £ 4+ .
proposals to carry out specific proij7ts-~not for regular operation of

the collahorative effort as a whole.

-« oo

Structure . - ' . '

formaliza on: degree of official agreement‘given to the exéhange

by member’ordaniz@tions. Althéugh all 14 10As have some fogn of farmal
- 7 - Lo
interagency agreement and are officia]lxgauthorized by the chief

... S .}‘1‘8.‘*
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executive officer, none of thé agreements is considered a legal con-

tract, and none requires approvai by the members' governing boards.

Intensity: size of resource investment réquired for membership.
TAE‘direct fiscal con;ribution for most of the arrangements ranges
from $500 to $1,000, which is a’Veny small amount for.most members. .
However, additional resources such as release time for the staff devel- |
opment I0A” actdvities increase the contribution. .In a few instances,
there are substantial printing and mailing costs which are contributed |
by members as in-kind seryices. -

Reciprocity: extent of agreement about bases and conditions of

- N exchange. nitial mutual agreement is signified by approval of the ™
agreement itse]f. o\;lO ot these 10As, the agreements mest be renewed
eacH year and are subJect.to renegotia%?on at the renewal period.

There has been little turnover in membership for any of the arrangements.

’ - 3
In addition, all but one have continued for at 1east three years and - )
two have continued for more than 201years. Cdntinued partﬁcipation
suggests general agreement. . ':.. . . i

&Standardization. extent to which uths and procedures for exchange

e

.are fixed. In general, the units and procedures appear ‘to be flexible:
P

There are no external requirements which 1imit negotiations among mem-
‘bers, and the formai agreements are open to reconsideration at each

renewal period. - ‘ o o ‘ . -

Types of coordinating mechanisms; A steering'committee serves as

"the decision- making deuice.for each I0A. In addition, thére is one
agency designated to coordinate most activities and to administer the o

budget. There are no advisory committees for thése arrangements. The

coordinating agent's' I0A responsjbiiities are part- time.
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Degree of coup11ng, In severa] ways, these IOA\couplings appear )

to be more flex1b1e or less forcefu] than others in this study. For
example,. they are entire]y vo]untary and are without substantial

resource contr1but1ons or requtrements. ‘A member may w1thdraw at any '

time w1thout losing maJor resources or ry§k1ng non-comp11ance W1th afﬁr‘.,

° ATy

IR
mandate or legal contract. In add1t1on, the improvemernt efforts»them-

selvesy a]thoughﬁvaluable, are not essential to the functioning of
) . ‘ -

member agéncies. - . )

In other ways, they are s1m11ar to the other IOAs. There are mu]-.
tip]e levels of linkage in each.” In all, there are at least ‘two: the
organizat1ona] 1eve1 for the formal agreement, and the subun1t 1eve1 for
most: 1nteract1ons. “In at least ha]f, there also are interactions
among other subun1ts and 1nd1v1dua]s through workshops and techn1ca1
ass1stance, etc. In addjtion,‘V]rtually all.the educational organiza-

°fcions'bave other IOA,ties with- some other member organizations.,

@ . .
[ . ]

Operations.' . s
Forma]1zat1on: extent of exchange éoord1nation by an 1ntermed1ary.

‘Most I0A meet1ngs and interactions are adm1n1stered by an 1nterme91ary.
'However, in sqgme instances, Such as frequenf large workshops or publi-
cations deve]opment, coordinatibn tasks are “shared by 'the. designated,

agency and another member. oo e ~ ‘EL;‘ o

Intens1ty frequen;xﬁof 1nteraction among members. About ha]f of

A

the 10As involve sonn form of generé‘“nmmber interaction on a week]y

basiig These instances tend to include I0As that provide workshops

and -on-site staff development programS'or consultation. In the other -
. , i - . = . @ . "
half, face-to-face"1nteract1bns among most members generally occur .

=

about once a month through committee meétfngs, There are-also perT®¥ic

ad hoc¢ task force meeting® in these I0As.

" ' s o [S9 ~

o . s -
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v

Reciprocitj?‘ directions of exéhangr, In these arrangements,' .

mostxbf_the exchanges occur mutually among me%bers, especially in the
'in-kind contributions. For examﬁle; provision of meeting and wprkéhop t
N - o7 2 ,'J - - .

sites and responsibility for gcquisitio?or oduction of materials is

shared. Members may also pro~1de some technical assistance and- consul-

I

tation to one another for°program design aﬁd implementation (e.g.,

ral -

- inservice programs).

> *x

Outputs ( .

Results of the I0A: ' direct outputs to members and clients.

a

‘Direct product putputs include items such as %zﬁéletters, resource ' .
guides, curriculum gu1des, and 1nstruct1ona1 resource materials.
rServ1ces 1nglude curr1cu1um deve]opment and ptanning,- 1mplementat1on

ass1stance, and inservice tra1n1ng actﬁvit1es. , .

-

rLl

-\

),
N 4.1
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